FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PUBLIC COMMENTS (PC)-M

PC-M1

July 7, 2012
Ta: Ms. Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief—CalTrans District 12
From:  Patricia £. Fusco and Ronald MacDanald
Regarding: Meving our Scund Wall near freeways 22, 405, 605
Dear Ms. Deshpande:
Az a resident of College Park East in Seal Beach, CA, | resent the moving of our sound wall to rnake more freeway lanes. Isn't seven \
lanes enough? Maving the sound wall will impact the community in many ways. The freeway is already too close to the residentia|
hames which are located just north of the 405 freeway and above or north of the tract of hornes in College Park Fast (CPE} in Seal
Beach (58] is the Armed Forces Military Base. We live ¥ mile from the Armed Forces Militzry Station in Los Alamitas and we are
squeezed to the breaking point, During the Vietnam War we heard the “Sounds of freedom” coming from the base every day for
‘years. | had every reasen to understand that. We are sandwiched In between too hot spots and we do net want aur sound wall
maoved closer than italready is. This community is where | chose to live and raise my family.
What | don't understand is this: Ever since | moved te this zrea 47 vears ago, there have been rumbiings off and on zbout either
meving the saund wall and/for enlarging the freeway lanes. | am getting tired of this treatment where the peliticians feel that they
€an run over the tax payers in this communily and do anyLhing they feel i to du. Usually it has 1o de with maney premised by some
entity to another agency that if they do something, they will get some compensation in return, it usually turns out to be taxpayers
money anyway. Never in zll the years that | have fived here has anyone [that | know of} claimed the property south of the 22 ard
405 freeways as eminent domain. Can eminent domain even work if the government owns the property? Mest assuredly, there ks at
least 25-26 feet on the south side of the 405 freeway that could be useful in widening the lanes if that is the intention. And those 25
feet barely come to the ditch. Actually | don't even want the freeway to be widened. Let me outline to you why | think the moving of
our sound wall would be detrimental to the community.
1. The meving of the sound wall closer to the homes on Almond Street will increase the noise and air pollution.
2. Movement of the wall will cause loss of vegetation, and parking spaces, decrease property values that have already
undergone major hits since 2005,
3. Stopping the additional lanes at the county tine will increase traffic (gridiock) at the 405 and the 22. It will he 2 parking lot
as there will not be enough lanes to go to as Los Angeles County does not have any plans to increase lanes in the next 10-15
years, if at all.
4. Northbound 405 Freeway at Seal Beach Blvd has a two lane exit at Seventh Street and the next twe lanes become the start
of the 605 Freeway. Cars entering the North Bound 405 at Seal Beach Blvd will have to cut over 4 lanes to get into lane 5 Lo
go north on the 405. This seunds like accidents ready te happen.

5. There wili be excess traflic and will spill ente Lampson Avenue (already impacted) 2 4 lane road being used a5 a bypass to
the 405. Excess traffic will spill onto Seal Beach Bivd sttempting Lo circumvent the gridlock 2t the Seal Beach freew. ay

>1

entrance.
6. Toadd insult to injury, the air quality is already bad in College Park West [Seventh Street ertrance and 405 and 22

entranceland Rossmoor area and will now extend inte Seal Beach College Park East with the addition of more veh
stacked up between Valley View Street and LA county fine attempting to merge frem lanes that are ending. What
actual impact of adding two maors lznes or two express lanes?

7. Toll express lanes will only serve peaple who can afford t. Those who can't afford will impact other lanes. These lanes will
bypass lecal exit for local shopping arcas cause a logs of sales tax revenue?

6

This whole idea is ludicrous. Please, Please,

limplore you please DO NOT MOVE OUR SOUND WALL.
Alternative solutions:

There are altermatives if Cal Trans can look into the horizon: End the 205 Improvement Project at Valley View Street and use the
existing sever lanes of 405 between Valley View Street 2nd the LA County line in 3ny manner desired for the optimum trafiic

, the Almond Ay

7

sound wall will nat need to be

flow; With a center line ;@ 4 foot shoulder and 405 realj

moved inte residential streets.

Sincerely,

ﬁﬁl&uj _,.2{;.41

o P }r_/»wﬁ()’
ia E. Fusca, and Ron MacDanald

M:lﬁ Dogwoad Avenue
Seal Beach, CAS0740
562-393-4329
PatfuscoS9@verizon.net

PC-M2

From: Glen MacLeod [glen. mac@gte.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2012 11:57 AM
To: Parsans, 405 dedcomments
Subject: 405 improvements

First choice is two additional lanes in each direction. How much more expensive would it be for an “express” upper deck
for through traffic?

Glen Macleod
Rossmoor
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PC-M3 PC-M4

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet Comment Sheet

Please previde your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report / Please pmwde your comments regarding the I-405 Imprtwamerl Project Draft Environmental Impact Report £

Impact (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Calirans no later than July 2, 2012 E | Impact (Draft EIR/EIS). C ks must be ived by Calt no later than Juiy 2, 2012,
Meeting Venue (please check one of the following): Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
{7] Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community College ] Thursday, June 7, 2012 ~ Rush Park Auditorium [[] Monday, June 4, 2012 — Orange Coast Community Colisge [T Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Audilorium
[[] Wednesday, dune 6, 2012 - Westminster Community Center [ ] Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senlor Centar [[] wednesday, June 8, 2012 — Wesiminster Community Center [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 — Fountsin Valiey Senicr Center
Mame (First @ Name (First and Last)y
j}gﬁ y Wediow 10| Edde, Madee
| Craanization: Crganization:
ahert (Care S{c.-f,hv.fq
Address{Cptional): Addrass(Optienal):
" Phone Number: ! Ermail address: -1 | Phone Number : ] Email address:
L
T n / o e Lo Ahe TPAFC Peotion) = 1
Commerts;___ ave] Hr Q405 Gk ﬂ"“(d& y_fur NGK, Comments: A - IELL PRe i —

: . J
It et Ao O W*Crt v allog lesspm 1
Hme JJHM? v _mire__hmt _Hor Lol g.

(Space for comments continued on reverse) (Space for comments continued on reverse)
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PC-M5 PC-M6

[-405 Improvement Project

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Comment Sheet
Please provide your comments ing the 1-405 Ir t Project Draft Environmental impact Report /

. Pleasze provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Staternent (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012, Environmental impact Staterment (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no fater than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following): | Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[ Monday, June 4, 2012 = Orange Coast Community Cellegs [ Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Audilorium [C] Menday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Communily College [ Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium

[ wednesday, June 6, 2012 - Westminster Community Center [ Wednesday, June 8, 2012 - Westminster Comemunity Cerfer

[l Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senfor Genter [IThursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senlor Contar

Name lr‘lrstandi:a_ﬂf-:_‘#; 7O f/‘fa D;Z/éy’%;.’_ — Napqeu-imanldlasﬂr ?-\';B\MOQ M T-\_an &__JJ/’)]
T [ by hocal B> TR ]} b Gy
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Phone Number: /;},.ﬂ/'} SF i 04 ;{’; kEmm'ad:Iress }7??_’? 4__,/ é;/ '_?“42‘ f@ av/. ] GFde Phom;M.:mbe;_))c?\S .d..(h GC') |Erna||address:
t'f
Comments: [,{//?f/ﬁ 7/%47[ %‘j/ Z- 405 Jmﬂfg/fﬂffeﬁﬁ{// /Qf?é Comments:
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PC-M6 Translation

Comment:

Too much traffic causes accidents. The project would create jobs and it would help the economy am} 1

the unemployment.

PC-M7
From: magie chuck [magiecd@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 04, 2012 12:47 PM

To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: 1-405 improvements

N

Apparently the powers in charge are considering some input from the public on
three alfernative plans fo improve conditions on the I-405. My vote is for Plan
One; Add one general-purpose lane in each direction!

One would hope that the ‘powers in charge” are smart enough to know from past
experience that we can never build enough freeway lanes!

I hope they put their personal vested interest aside and do the right thing; Go

with ‘plan one”, and then start working on some new solutions to our
transportation problems that don't include paving all of Orange County. Y,

Chuck Magre
magrecd@msn.com

PC-M8
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
PC-M9 PC-M10
From: Bicbearol@socal.m.com
) Sent: Wednesday, July 04, 2012 1:.42 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: 405 TOLL LANES

Ladies and Gentlemen: As a citizen of Fountain Valley, I totally oppose your proposal to

I-405 Improvement Project
PUbllc Heafing make a toll lane in the widening plans, especially from Fountain Valley, Westminster, Garden
Grove, Seal Beach, through to the connector to the 685,

Comment Sheet -

Please provide your c¢ e 1-406 | Project Draft Environmental fmpact Report / What that stretch of freeway really needs most of all are more full publiec access lanes, not
Environmental Impact Statement [D;af‘EIR.rEIS‘ Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012, a toll lane, or ancther lane serving cars with 3 or more people in them. Please just add
more full-access lanes.

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

D Monday, June 4, 2012 — Orange Cosst Communily Cullege [:[ Thursday, Jine 7, 2012 ~ Rush Park Auditoriern
[j Wednesday, June 6, 2012 - Westminster Community Center DThursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Center Tk Jouy Caecl. Iue Ramany, Kowtady Vallsy
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PC-M11 Translation

PC-M11
|— Comment:
. So there is less traffic in the future and more jobs for the all the communities, thank you. 1
I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing
Comment Sheet
Pl=as= p[ovlLlE your mmmanls regardlng {he 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Enviranmental Impact Report /
E ! Impact St: t (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,
Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
Elk:oncay_ June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Cernmunity Coflege [“ Thursday, June 7, 2012 — Rush Fark Auditorium
[[] Wednesday. June €, 2012 ~ Westminster Community Center [:]Thursd:y. June 14, 2012~ Fountain Valley Senlor Genter
fojdmx@ EE:_ = am,ﬁ{[@:'/
Mame (First ana Last)’
Crganization: | -—
(S SP0- Y e < g = R
Address{Optional): i -
YA L ?‘f) d;{?‘:’ PC-M12
une Number " EMail address:
- &5/ 72% | —
From: Susan Manzo [sbsluggo@msn.com)]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2012 502 PM
- To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Comments: sgammrss _ JTey” oy Fer o 4 ) Subject; 1-405 Improvement Project Draft EIR
. S - o )
SE :?’c o At S [ BlCo ’)00-, & Dear Sirs,
- — T . — L=
r) - Fo Tervee Mo Mag e faels 1 I have strong objections te Alternatives 2 and 3 of your proposat for this project as it affects the stretch from Valley
) . View north to the Los Angeles County line.
?MG’\ 7‘0 ('y’-‘ Crdd A oé/,{‘ zN) . I am adamantly opposed to toll lanes, [ think they are unfair and not very successful.
C/.:z}/ . T also think it's extremely unfair to move the outer lane and the sound wall in such a way as to narrow Almond
AP a (. A5 Avenue. People In this area bought their homes with the present street configuration, and I think it's morally wrong to
move the freeway closer to them, I'm sure you can find a way to improve the traffic flow without doing that.
Sincerely,
Susan Manzo
3631 Marigold St
Seal Beach, CA 90740
(Space for comments continued on reverse)
OoCTA
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PC-M13 PC-M14

I-405 Improvement Project

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Public Hearing

Comment Sheet Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the |-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmentai Impact Raport / Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Drzft Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be recelved by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012, al impact it (Draft EIR/EIS). Co must be by Calt no later than July 2, 2012
Meeting Venue {please check one of the following): Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[] Monday, Juns 4, 2012 - Crange Coast Community College ] Thursday, June 7, 2012 ~ Rush Park Audteriurm [T] Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community College || Thursday, June 7, 2012 ~ Rush Park Auditerium

[ Wednesday, June &, 2012 ~ Westminster Community Center [ Thursday, Juna 14, 2012 — Fountain Valley Seniar Canles [] Wednesday, June 6, 2012 ~ Westminster Community Center [ ] Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Sarior Center

Name (First and Last):

CEODLE MALLs L T Guidacvcle Msduer

S Organizalion: -y

Qrganization: . S CD—e-Mc vk maeson locod B00

e Peenesn S sy Addrass| nal): a o -

Address(Cptional): - e ) ] 207 Wit S S A8
[dof > ;O/q"a"-'f U"k_/-’ T L/ GrroT Phone Numbers - | Emall address:

Phone Number: l Email address:

Ay 22 L2 ( 71%) 7682674 Qitdord Moargeez & yahos lome

comments:_OTnce  C0ndy, fetds g Loy La NLST 1 Commerte: j \Q m.%e Z! tol L é’\pﬁ)fdjs S h K‘hﬁe’i)j
we will peome o fel{dble Transportakion, ¢ o cach dutecAA0N
(Space for comments continued on reverse) {Fipso foriodmmisnis) Gor A ch=iexo)
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PC-M15 PC-M16

From: Marquez, Patricia (RSC) [mailto; i —
Sent: Wednesday, June 06, 2012 3:46 PM
To: Christina Byrne

Subject: 405 Freeway

“I do not want Altemative 3'} 1
Patricia Marguez

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

983 Trenton Way
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 Comment Sheet
714-241-8064
Piease provide your comments recarding the 1-405 Improvement Froject Oraff Environmantal impact Report §
) - ) Envirenmental Impact Statemant (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,
Patricia M Marquez| 1 CUTVE 28t 1| RESOURCES GLOBAL PROFESSIONALS | « 10430 20 34) “7i0n rmeer b hoin, T ’
w4 VOIP 112 6314 Meeating Venue (please check one of the following):

[C] Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community College gThuw‘J«E?. Juna 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium

D Wednesday, Juna B, 2012 — Wastminster Community Center [ ] Thursday, June 14, 2012 ~ Fountain Valley Senior Center

MName (First and Last): ~ L4 N
|7 A -
— imad < Fo ¥, N Ay Qg e
Orgardzation: o !
Address (Oplicnal): ~ . o~ - 0 I. - | i !
] BFud (mhaap WKy ADS ¢ Uit By Ly c
Phone Mumber : " | Email address:
o o . ‘ . 0
Comments:_jo s - - A L - o ] . .
7,‘.\.:,:... : — :
KA Y %
NG 1

(Space for comments cortinued on reverse)
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From:
Sent:

To:
Subject:

Not a happy camper about what is being proposed. How much more construction, dust and noise does Westminster have

PC-M17

Carolyn Marr [wejmarr@msn.com)]
Sunday, July 15, 2012 10:39 AM
Parsons, 405.dedcomments

Toll Road

to put up with for something that will not work.

History has shown us that toll roads are under utililzed and only make traffic worse for the general purpose lanes. [

would be agrecable to Option1 only.

The state is going bankrupt and there are better places to use the money, such as taking care of the roads.

Carolyn A. Marr
5301 Bryant Circle
Westminster, CA 92683

From:
Sent:

Te:
Subject:

PC-M18

tarr, Bl [Bill. Marr@jacobs.com]
Thursday, July 12, 2012 12:20 PM
Parsons, 405.dedcomments

405 Expansion Options

After attending the «

In summary:

Option 1 OK
Oplion 2 Opposed
Option 3 Opposed
Regards,

Bill Marr

5301 Bryant Circle
Westminster CA

ity meeting in

inster, | was appalled to learn that Caltrans is now proposing a “toll road”
as Option 3 of their 3-option plan. |find this completely unacceptable. Was this the tradec for not taking residents
homes? Now the plan will require taking only “littie slivers” of peoples’ property. Give me a break!

| car live with option 1. It means that Westminster residents will once again be forced to tolerate what seems to be
unending freeway “improvements”, but the single general purpose lane in each direction is the least intrusive. Option 2
involves too much refocation of existing infrastructure, freeway walls, etc. | am opposed to it. Option 3 was based on
flawed numbers with regard to commuter time reduction. The reduction numbers are based on high usage of the toil road
portion. History on the 91 freeway toll road shows that underulilizalion means more congestion in the general purpose
lanes. The same will happen with the 405 if toll lanes are built. People won't use them and the remaining lanes will be
more congested that they are now. It has been said that the definition of insanily is doing
and expecting different results. Toll roads in California are a perfect example of this.

the same thing over and over

From:
Sent:

To:
Subject:

PC-M19

GARY MARSHALL [motzmarshali@msn.com]
Wednesday, July 11, 2012 7:24 PM

Parsons, 405 dedcomments

Sounawall mitigation Rossmoor

Where is sound mitigation needed?

In my opinion & soundwall is long overdue! Where? On the northside of the 405 freeway between Seal Beach Bivd.
overpass to the 7TH Street on ramp/off ramp. This area is known to have a generally onshore prevailing wind from the
southwest, which acts to keep the area cooler but also acts as a carrier of the increased freeway noise, which T believe
has significantly increased over the past 25 years and belleve became even louder when the sound wall was constructed
on the sputhside Leisure World side.

1 have heard rumors that the criteria for sound mitigation is the preximty to residential areas, If this is true I believe
this area should be an exception due to the prevailing wind that carries the sound far into the neighborhood, such as the

3200 block of Rowena Drive,which makes it difficult to enjoy our home and backyard area.

The sound wall would only have ta extend from the 7th Street onramp to the start of the Bixby Office Complex, where
presently only & chainlink fence exists, as the Bixby building itself acts as a sound buffer and why it should be built as
close to the sound source as possible as the existing Bixby wall has little to no effect as it is too far from the sound source
and the nolse travels above and beyond into the residential neighborhood, as T believe 2 sound study would show.

Thank you for your consideration as we believe we are only asking for the same mitigation that our other proximal
freeway Southland neighbors enjoy,

Sincerely, Gary Marshall

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PC-M20

Lori Marshall [motzmarshall@msn.com]
Wednesday, July 11, 2012 9:15 AM

Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Sound wall

To Whom It May Concern,

My question regarding the reconstruction of the 4@5 freeway - is there going to be a sound

wall built on the Rossmoor side of the freeway by the bixby buildings?

The freeway sound has

always carried into the neighborhood and now appears to be louder with the constructicn geoing
on. T can see that a wall is being built on the Seal beach leisure world side but nothing

appears to be going up on the Rossmoor side.
the side opposite seal beach as well.

Sincerely,
Lori Marshall

sent from my iPad

Would appreciate a sound wall being built on
Is anything being done regarding this?
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PC-M21 PC-M22

From: Debra Marstefler [mailto:Deb@®proindependence.org) On Jun 15, 2012, at 10:01 AM, "Flo Martin” <flomama(@aol.com> wrote:
Sent: Tuesday, June 05, 2012 10:45 PM

To: Christing Byme As a 45-year resident of Costa Mesa, I strongly oppose Alternative 3 of

Subject: 405 plans . . . :
v g the proposed widening of the 405 freeway. I prefer Alternative 2, which

Hi Christina involves maintaining the existing carpool lane and adding two general 1

i want to thank you and all of the people who worked late last night {and many nights to come, I'm sure) We were a purpose’ Iane.s. ‘_Dl_e'n'se relate my concerns and pr‘efe.r‘e.nce to the

contentious lot over at OCC, and | think you all did 2 fine job. Regardless of whether | want the expansion, (| don’t), | ﬂppl“DPI"ICITE individuals on the OCTA board.

hate it when people are rude or assign personal implications. I've read through the plans and | am so impressed. There

is something beautiful about well-designed roads and freeways. Whoever oversaw the exits at fairviw/harbor were 1 Flo Martin

genius. I've always wanted to tell you all that!
2442 Andover Place
Iam in the unigue position of living on one side of the 405 and working on the other. | walk to work under the 405 usin Costa Mesa CA
the bike trail at Santa Ana River, My home faces Mocn Park at 3374 California and | work at 3505 Cadillac 0103 and our !
building backs up to NB 405.
My neighbors in both areas are concerned about noise, dirt and pellution during construction but also after. If the ellis
onramp comes along 405 at Moon Park we will have to contend with breaking, honking, collisions and no sound wall as 2
it traverses the Santa Ana River. This is a horrible scenario for our little neighborhood,
1} Canyousend me a link to the proposed schematics showing what the Ellis ramp will look like?
2) Expand the 405 where the real problems are —north of Euclid. Just looking and the plans depict where the real
problems are 3
3) Promote mass transit and quit building freeways. We're whacky here in SoCal and have to change our ways.

"It is when we are alone that we are the least alone.” Si. Augustine

Thanks again.

PC-M23
Debbie Marsteller
Executive Director, Project Independence
www.proindependence org From: Flo Martin [mailto:flomama@acl.com]
714-549-3464 ext, 232 Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 10:43 AM
15", 2012 Hunti Beach To: 2, District

Subject: expansion of the 405 in Costa Mesa

[ n“ Sponsor Qur Event ]
sl Wil (o1 Iniependenos Dear Supervisor Moorlach,

I am 100% opposed to the expansion option that includes any toll lanes! As a long-
time resident of Costa Mesa, (I remember when the 405 stopped at Harbor Blvd.)
p.s. Brett, a freeway hero saved me two weeks ago when | got 2 blow out on the NB 55 just after merging from the 58 _ H H i P z

405 and was on the shoulder in a precarious position. He was there in 2-4 minutes after | got to the shoulder. 1 love and as 0[1 even ionger taxpﬂymg resident of Cﬂr_lforma' - &Xpec‘l‘ pl..lbhc access to our
that guy! Please keep these emergency vehicles patrolling. Im sure 1 would have been rear ended in the morning roads, highways and freeways. Please vote against any and all options that stipulate
rush hour if I"d been there much longer. 405 toll lanes in Costa Mesa.

Thank you for representing me in this matter.
Florence N, Martin

Costa Mesa
"It is when we are alone that we are the least alone.” St. Augustine
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PC-M24 PC-M25

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet Comment Sheet

Please provide your g the 1-405 | t Froject Drafl Envirenmental Impact Repart /
Environmental Impact Statemnent (Draﬂ EIREIS} l::a‘nmen.s must be received by Caltrans ne later than July 2, 2012,

Plpase provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Oraft Environmental Impact Roport !
Impact it (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caitrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue {please check one of the following): Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

|:| Monday, June 4, 2012 ~ Orange Coast Community College D Thursday. June 7, 2012 — Rush Fark Auditorium

D Monday, June 4, 2012 ~ Orange Coast Communily College C] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium

] Wednesday, June 8, 2012 — Westminster Gommunily Center [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 ~ Fountsin Valley Senior Geater [[] Wednesday, June 6, 2012 - Westminster Community Ganter  [_| Thursday, June 14, 2012 — Fountain Velley Senlor Center

R - — T etend Lael
Name (First and Last) F@. /i x M Cff’fl',' e ame (First and Last) Jﬁ'{,nﬁ, Mﬁl’zﬁﬂf’-?
Organizalion: Organization: e °
e M agors — — Humpees  Union | 582
Addr tional): - ) Adein 1 't
TRR— 22 5 fHuvorn Dr. S dna O4. 92704 -
Phone Mumber : Email address: | | Phone Number: o Emall address:
(214D 972942 ' (18 p35>-4419 }

y 2hae 7w 'llﬂsdh-}'v\ WG ugﬂ.,wc L i

Comments:___{ ¢ Al (hhﬁesdr‘\(b\f\ and inccecte mo by Li:gd .} 1 Comments,____| oo _pautda Lov‘r-\i:%-)fw ofy M. j

...... - Yo ‘}.»g-?_r::-él_ Fi‘{) oo el Five %Luzﬁ' % 1

- A ‘%‘me .-ﬂ"{‘l‘:f‘( .

(Space for comments continued on reverse) (Space for comments conlinued on reverse}

R 4 i A\ ® & 4\
© & 4 I} e &= .. A)
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PC-M26 PC-M27

From: smatalon [mailto:smatalon
Sent: Saturday, July 14, 2012 3:43 PM

i ; To: 2, District
| s 1-405 Improvement Project Subject: Freeway Construction and Express Lanes
Public Hearing Mr. Mooriach: | am a resident of Leisure World in Seal Beach. | am writing to letyou
know that | am totally against so-called Express lanes. It's bad enough we pay our taxes
for the freeways, but then to have to pay to use the "Express” lanes is totally outrageous.
Comment Sheet All "express" lanes should be outlawed and all lanes should be allowed to be used by
Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report / everyone without ha_VInQ to pay for the privilege of using Fhose lanes. In fact, | realls_! don't
Environmental impact Statement (Draft EIRJEIS). Comments must be recsived by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012, see any need for doing more work on the freeways than is already planned by hooking up
. the HOV lanes between the 605, 405 and 22 freeways. Building more lanes on the & 1
Menting Venus [ploassichack omaiof theflowing]: freeways is not the answer and it will never be the answer. We should try to have a bettey

mass transportation system. | am sick and tired of all the constant freeway closures

. : i because of construction and now the bridge on Seal Beach Boulevard will be closed for
1 2012 - Wesiminster C Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley £ Snnler N N X -

I v um s 2013 ~ Wik OgrupailyGonkee L Therodg e, 2272wl e Sacs o two years and we in Leisure World will have only one lane open each way with a center
lane for ambulances, etc. to transport people to Los Alamitos Hospital. Enough is

[: Monday, June 4, 2012 - Crange Coasi Communily Collega [ Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium

| Nome Prstenst=0) cLOY f‘l"ﬂl adt oz o enough. No more freeway building beyond those that are already being worked on.

| Organization: /

|

[Address{Optional):

| S

| ["Fhone Humber: | " Email address:  /
[ 48 - 545 ol i fare
i !
{ X { ) r B T N
Comments: __j‘ld’\ L }1’\?#1'1{ AN A Y ’:.L(‘ (i) Cl G i ne .'II L!! ¥ 6‘
| . . X i 1 0
—{haold o A atyess 1’(’{ Lecfer  ntve J0G ¥ oy
5 4 Al [ - )
5 anid S 2 Zs L Ll (i A-he LVe
Maprands od paoPle  ling In dle e >l PC-M28
a ’M-"{ J[J J-p-.f 4{,’@ mrapt-ers W he f}f";,zf)." 4y L
f N fr* { s £ ' From: Sean Matranga [s
1 P head g { 4 P Ly 1 8- - : ga [seanm@33d-ind.com]
CULiry /‘g{\.\{ Lo oy AL J{_L{fv‘j nofe ;‘s treets Sent: Wednesday, July 11, 2012 5:16 PM
f [ ) 2 4 To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments

o gk high wass 5 f’ 14 Lotz Loum wtes < Subject: San Diego Freeway (1-405) Improvement Project
1 highly oppose any addition of Toll Lanes. } 1
Sincerely,
Sean Matranga
QOrange County Resident

{Space for comments continued on reverse) Laguna Niguel, CA
OCTA
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PC-M29 PC-M30
From: Pat Matsubara [patty_matsu@hotmall.com] To: Smita Deshpande
Sent: Saturday, July 14, 2012 12:57 AM
15—:;&001: :S;sz:::.a:g%ﬁedcommems Caltrans, District 12

2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200
1 am a resident of West Orange County and have been for 40 years. For many years I commuted on the 405 and the 5.
. - Irvine, CA 92612
1 am concerned about further proposed expansion to the 405 because [ foresee a parallel predicament as the northbound
5 was upgraded to almost the LA County line. Traffic backed up as the upgraded fast moving traffic funneled into fewer 1
number of less well maintained traffic lanes, Savvy drivers opted for the 91, Unfortunately, as traffic approaches Long
Beach on the northbound 405 there is no aiternative freeway available. Even without the proposed Orange County

upgrades traffic bottlenacks geing inte Long Beach. Dear Smita Deshpande,
In that regard, I am opposed to the tearing down and rebuilding the sound wall on the north side of the 405 between 2 Hi my name is Gayle Matsubara and T have some concerns regarding the expansion of the 405 freeway.
Valley View and Seal Beach Boulevard. That is just 2 waste of time and money.
1 am opposed to further toll roads at this time. I recall co-workers who used the 91 did not use the toll road, even ~
though it would have saved them time. [ am not surprised that the LA Times reported on 7/1/12 that "ridership 3
continues to fall below projections...”. Measure M did not approve funds for toll roads, and I believe that if the language +  Why are you expanding the freeway at the northern border of Orange County when the number of
of Measure M would have included toll roads it would not have been passed by the Orange County voters. freeway lanes in Los Angeles County will be the same. It is my understanding the Los Angeles County
_ has no intention of expanding the freeway and so if Orange County expands the 405 it will only bottle 1
I frequently use the 22 West/7th Street connector and the 7th Street Bridge which has finally reopened. 1 attended a neck in the area of the 22 and the 605. This does not alleviate traffic, but only increases pollution and >
community meeting prior to the demolition of the bridge where [ was disappointad to learn the bridge would not be wider 4 noise. If you are considering expanding the freeway, why not expand south of the 22 and gradually let

{and no improvement was planned on the Long Beach side) just longer to cover the expansion of the freeway. [ believed y
that this was to accommodate the carpool-to-carpool lanes from the 405 to the 505 northbound and 605 to 405 the lanes taper to the orange county/los angeles county border.

southbound. 1t was my understanding no other lanes would be added to the existing non-carpool lanes of the north and w,
south 405. As stated above, traffic already bottlenecks at the OC/LA border.

Thank you for your conslderation. 1 would appreciate a response to this e-mail. + There is no present funding for alternative 2 and 3 so why would you start a project that you do not h@
the money to pay for. What are you going to do if the money doesn’t come up? Are you going to skimy]
on materials/safety? In fact, the money that is funding this project was voted on by the public in
Measure M. Measure M did not approve for funds to go toward building toll roads. So it seems to me
that it is not reasonable to consider alternative 2 and ESPECIALLY not alternative 3 as our tax dollars
were not allocated for building toll roads. Another thing to consider, it was recently reported by the LA > 2
Times on July 1, 2012 “As ridership continues to fall below projections, leaders are looking for long-
term, money-saving measures”. If the Toll Road in Orange County are not making the money it was
projected to make, how can you think the toll revenue will help fund the 1.7 billion dollar project.

J

+ Have you idered the envirc tal impact this expansion will have on the air and noise pollution. ]
have looked over the Drafi EIR statement and it states in 1.2.2.6 air quality improvements that this
freeway expansion project qualifies as a Transportation Control Measure for the Air Quality 3
Management Plan, I have a hard time believing that this will improve or even keep the same air quality

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT R1-PC-M-13 March 2015
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PC-M30 Continued PC-M31

we have now, Although the project may include “auxiliary lanes, ramp metering, traffic signal timing
optimization and other traffic flow improvements”, increasing the amount of traffic and cars on the 3

freeway will only INCREASE smog/pollution and noise. .
1-405 Improvement Project

N Public Hearing

»  Ifyou plan on removing and rebuilding the sound wall in college park cast, there are several things to
consider. First, the wall is not deteriorating and it is in good shape. It seems ridiculous to spend the
money on bringing it down and rebuilding it. Are there any measures going to be taken to reduce noise
and pollution during the time of the rebuild? s there a specific time frame that we are working with

Comment Sheet

while the wall will be down? Are there any written specifications that the new wall will be built to the > 4 oy pnfu:erﬁ:;cﬁosn; kit ?fg'rsﬁnérgii;?%omhenu ml:s':?gergcgf;ﬁ;;%amans n;'EfﬁnEﬁ'ﬁ?;z 2012
same specifications that the existing wall is built now. I know you can just build  tall wall and call it a ' ’
“sound wall” and maybe you can do it quickly, but to build the same quality wall that we have now, Carl Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

it be done? How long will it take? How long will the wall be down? What steps are being taken to

ensure the quality of life in our neighborhood will be tolerable? These questions should be answered [[] Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community College [ ] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditerlum

before the wall comes down. 7] Wednasday, Juns 6, 2012 - Westminster Community Center [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 — Fountain Valley Senior Genter
Mame (First and Last); ———
Berpady  wr . MALCIaT
T Organ

« If you plan on going through with this freeway expansion then [ would have to recommend the no build

or Alternative 1-adding 1 general purpose lane in each direction. I adamantly oppose moving the Fadrase[Oponall - — -
existing sound wall in college park east along Almond Ave. 1highly recommend you consider to start . ) R o W il L AqerHd
eliminating one of the general purpose lanes early to avoid moving the wall. It makes no sense to have 5 Phone Number : \w N - Emall address: o
. e Ol ~ e ARITELT jod o - (oA
the extra lanes for the mile or so only to be stopped further up at the 405 Los Angeles County Border. ,___{" ot - LA Stdfs2. i (;U £ .
-/
Comments:__Lefeeyericy TR YOV TR NEITAA w )

1 would like you to consider the above comments and would like a reply to each of my concerns. Thank
HEa el “Wadlie COrTEE TN B

you.
5 JF - 34 > 1
Gayle Matsubara WTAA Sd00y ey 0 WIOLY fok 0wl

JeJTend MEMEELY o4 T o R W Tl

-/

(Space for comments continued on reverse)

® & A\
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PC-M32
From: Mark-David McCool [mdmecool@juno.com)
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 1:01 PM

To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: State Route 405 {1-405, San Diego Freeway) between SR-73 and |-605 and Draft EIR/EIS

I am concerned about the impacts the State Route 485 improvement project will have on our
community. I am especially concerned about Alternative 3 which will widen the San Diego
Freeway in the City of Costa Mesa and convert an existing car pool lane to a toll lane.
Alternative 3 would require the Fairview/I 485 interchange be demolished and rebuilt, even
though it was just rebuilt three years ago (seems like a big waste of money at this time of
tight budgets). Residences and public parks near the I-485 will be adversely affected both
during construction and upon completion of the project. Problems include air pollution,
noise, and degradation of the visual guality of our neighborhoods. Ramp closures at Harbor,
Feirview and South Coast will not only inconvenience residents, but impair access to the many
businesses which contribute to our local and regional economy. <
There has to be a better solution then to remove existing lane(s) that aid in the flow of
traffic on our freeways and turning them into toll lanes. Instead of solving the problem it

From: Cynthia McDonald [cmecdonald home@gmail.com]
Sent: Menday, June 18, 2012 10:46 PM

To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: 405 Widening Project

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I oppose the widening of the 485 Freeway in Costa Mesa. T live in Mesa North, close to the
freeway and Fairview Road. The last time the freeway was widened, I noticed an immediate
change in the number of accidents on the freeway. Because the freeway is now so wide, and
because of the restrictions of the carpool lanes, it is difficult for drivers to make lane
transitions.
accident. The air each morning is now filled with the noise of one siren after another,
usually a fire truck rushing to the 73/Bristcl Street area. This is definitely a public
safety issue and widening the freeway will only result in more accidents, injuries, and
possible deaths. _J
\

Because I live near one of the bridges that will be torn down and reconstructed, I oppose the

will be pushing it out towards the margin of the road so everyone can fight for even more >~ 2 freeway widening because of the neise and air pollution the construction will create. The
limited space. This may very well be the solution for the "HAVES" but, not the whole last time the Fairview bridge was widened, the noise from the pile drivers started early in
community. the morning and didn’t stop until late afterncon. The dust and air pollution made it
Please select something other then alternate 3. We should not end up like San _J impossible for me to enjoy my garden. Also, it will be impossible to safely hicycle or
Bernadina/Riverside with their 91 debacle. walk/run on Fairview if the bridge is narrowed to accommodate construction. After the
construction it will be too dangercus to even consider pedestrian or bicycle traffic.
Best regards, Finally, for the sake of the environment, we need to encourage people to get out of their
. cars and start using alternative forms of transportation. Money spent on widening the
Concerned Costa Mesa Citiren freeway should be spent on encouraging carpooling, safe bike and pedestrian paths, and a good
Mark-David McCoel and Family mass transit system -- something Orange County is lacking.
Phone:714-979-1752
Widening the freeway will not benefit Costa Mesa residents or businesses. In fact, it will
E-mail: mdmccool@iuno.com be a detriment to those of us who live and work near the freeway. I ask that you encourage
FUEL THE CURE the OCTA to abandon the plan to widen the freeway. Thank you for your consideration. -~
http://waw, racingdresearch.org
Today is the beginning of eternal happiness or eternal disappointment for you - George Albert Cynthia McDonald
smith 1181 Atlanta Way
Costa Mesa, CA 92626
(714) 549-5884
I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT R1-PC-M-15 March 2015
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

To whom it may concern,

PC-M34

Joan McEvoy [joan@mcevoys.org)
Monday, July 16, 2012 7:16 PM
Parsons, 405 .dedcomments
Proposal for Rossmoor

We are asking that you

years and are very concerned about the impact
which is already very, very busy.

Thank you,

Joan McEvoy
(562) 397-6899

the g proposal for the citizens of Rossmoor. We have lived here for 12
of the congestion of traffic on the streets around are community, 1

PC-M35

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Flease provide your comments regerding the 1405 Improvement Project Drafl Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). C ks must be d by Calt no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

E Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community College D Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium

D Wednesday, June €, 2012 - Wesbminster Communily Center DThur\sda'}, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Vailey Senior Center

Narme {First and Last): /7,}/_2,‘):}, S AEs NS
Crganization;

FadresslOmonal 24/ 5. LA L3/ UG NE A~ SHN CLEIIERTE= 2, FReeT2.. |
Fhene Numner:_f,ﬁ,:_? ¥92 6B IEnaiI address:

Comments;  £XBRERST  SYSTIIT [ PoUES T St A’F?:_f{:‘f:ff?'
fht oF £S5 T i B NIONEY L sTELDS

{Space for commeants continusd on reverse)

OCTA

March 2015

R1-PC-M-16

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PC-M36

July 7, 2012

OCTA Board Member
550 Main Street

PO Box 14184
Orange, CA 92863

Dear Board Member,

We are residents of the City of 5eal Beach College Park East Community. We are asking you to vote for
Alternative 1 for the 1-405 Freeway Improvement Project. This alternative will have the most limited
community and environmental impacts compared to any other alternative. The community believes this
alternative is the best choice because:

1. Alternative 1 does not encroach 10 feet into Almond St. which has an existing sound wall that \
protects the community. If this wall is torn down and a new wall is built for widening the -405,
it will make Almond 5t. too narrow causing it to become more dangerous. In case you were not
aware, Almond 5t. is a dedicated Tsunami escape route and the only community access route
out from the College Park East Community for many of the smaller streets, including ours. We
live on a corner house right across from the sound wall. Moving the wall up to 10 feet closer to
our home will decrease our property value, and increase the neise and air pollution.
2. Alternatives 2 and 3 will encroach 10 feet into Almond St. and will also impact our existing parks
at Astor Street and at Oleander Street. Like many of the parks in our community, children play
and many citizens walk along Almond St. every day. An alternative that encroaches into our

>1

community will expose our citizens to more vehicle exhaust which causes respiratory problems,
lung disease and/or lung cancer. The closer the freeway is to our community, the more exposed )
to vehicle exhaust and harmful toxins.

3. Funding is only available for Alternative 1. Alternatives 2 and 3 have a funding gap which will
require OCTA to issue bonds and take more of the County’s tax dollars. The community and
residents do not favor this irresponsible tax-waste scenario for all the reasons above.

Srncerew, 7
m H’}%&L&K
Wayne & Carol%ﬂ

3520 Daffodil Circle
Seal Beach, CA 90740
562 598-9871

PC-M37

[-405 Improvement Project

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the I-4035 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report/ Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no
later than July 17, 2012,

Nae (First and Last): Mmj&@f{;’ Mc\,{‘wﬂ.

Organizatfion:
m'f 564 Laselleberrs }’Ewﬁl}’ Beadk, &F Gl |
E '-‘101](! umber; | Email ag
e SE2- 479 - 59?‘47 | Agred MJM@M/WrxnC, Ral: N f

Comments: p/ea_fe Use AT L and /{E—,f %/fo'ﬁdrﬂcﬂ :
Seicnd btialV, /‘ﬁ’e)eﬂ costc  Fowvoa. > 1

ease net ol road. ] J

’ZM/( {/au

{Space for comments continued on reverse)}
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PC-M38 PC-M39
From: Michael McNally [mmenally@uci edu] r
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 4:11 PM
To: Parsons, 405 dedcomments
Subject: 1-405 DEIR/DEIS Comments

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

I have two concerns with the analysis presented.

First, the predicted travel times for the No Build alternative versus the
Al alternative appears unrealistic. Adding one lane in each direction in
Al improves peak travel times from over 120 minutes to under 68 minutes from SR-72 to I-685.

This implies that all alternative routes from Orange Counly to LA County (e.g., SR-22, SR-91 | Pl X o )
1-5) would have similar travel time performance for the No Build alternative under standard 1 | Please provide your comments regarding the |-405 improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /

modeling assumptions (user equilibrium). If the additional capacity on the I-4@5 reduced Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012

Comment Sheet

travel times by over 58 percent, similar albeit lesser travel time improvements would be Meeting Venue (please check one of tha following:
anticipated on alternatives routes, but this simply is not possible. The scale of the )
capacity improvement does not appear to be in sync with the performance result. [ Menday, June 4, 2042 - Crange Coast Communily College  [] Thursday, June 7, 2042 - Rush Park Auditarium

second, the assumption that estimated capacities from the SR-91 Express Lanes would be valid [ Weenesday, June 8, 2012 — Westminster Communlty Center [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Center

on the I-485 lanes under Alternative A2 is spurious.
The corridors are fundamentally different, the 485 will have intermediate acess/egress 2 Name (First and gasty o s
points, and there will be significant spillback effects at either end. Better estimates than - A -

1788/128@ vph for HOT/GP lanes are in order. Organizaticn: ol
fzghl(\‘;p““'!“‘ OLALL > IMA

—— £
Finally, I have real concerns that a slippery slope has been reached, Mh“’[d“""“anc__‘f,{) T OIS

While Measure M funds will not be used to build a tell facility, the Measure M commitment to i Vs

an Orange County HOV network will be compromised, and potentially eliminated if the HOV h-

network evolves into a HOT network. 3

Emall address:

[, b

K@ Hotmall OS50 |

Finally, while a financial commitment to a toll facility may not be made, our most limited

resource will be dedicated to a toll facility -- the land. This right-of-way can no longer b — . _

part of the OCTA commitment to provide freeway and HOV facilities in the future. Comments: f_f‘)‘{ g’;// % ;L’/\('tfuk.)(—\_.f{_ w]l.% MF .
T

e _LAes on esch Ol Hon)

Irvine, CA

Professor Michael G. McNally

Institute of Transportation Studies (AIRBA84B) Department of Civil & Environmental
Engineering University of California, Irvine Irvine CA 92697-36@@ USA

Phone: 949-824-8462

E-mail: mmecnally@uci.edu

http:/ /w15, ucd. edu/~mmenally/ .

{Space for comments continued on reverse)
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PC-M40

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

(I

pS}:
UG

Please provide your commanis regarding the 1-405 Improvemeant Project Draft En\.:Tronrner:aI Impac !
P eg 5 nl ! el Report
Envirenmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no |;.pbr lhanl.)lulyji_‘. 2012,

_ Comment Sheet

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
[] Menday, June 4, 2012 ~ Crange Coasl Community College [ ] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium

] Wednesday, June 6, 2012 ~ Wi

Community Center [ JThursday, June 14, 2012 ~ Fountoin Valley Senior Center

Name (First and Lasf):

AR OEL AT L P

Orngl-z'iiﬂcn
T W Flotd S, A (- 92705 o
Phane Number: i Ermail address: D

Comments: /ﬁf (SO

i 55 7235/ , i
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Sach: [FRee & pEAN e The. [ps
| AMNYs Le S AREA _rok _mANY - Yeor's F 1
1S Tat. Spame. FR oy S, so

we peed MOR€E.. T hank You )

(Space for commants cantinued on reverse)

OCTA

From: Miranda [mirandamega@earthlink. net]
Sent: ‘Wednesday, June 13, 2012 :57 PM
To: Parsons, 405 dedcommaents

Subject: WO to the TOLL!

Please no toll on the 485! I use the 485 to the 605 to the 91 (and back)} everyday for my
long commute from Fountain Valley to Cerritos to take my son to Diving classes. We ride in
the carpocl lane now and it takes us from 38-45 minutes depending on traffic. If there would
he a toll road charge to use the lane T would not be able to afford the toll, gas and
tuition. Also, I would have to leave even earlier to get there and the stop and go traffic

would cost me even more money for gas.
Please don't add the toll.

Thanks,

Miranda Megrdichian
0f Fountain Valley
714-495-1818
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2

I-405 Improvem

Please provide your comments regarding tha 1-405 Improvement
Enwire 1l Impact Stat

Meeting Venue {please check one of the following):

]:j Menday, June 4, 2042 — Orange Coast Commurity College

] Wednesday, June &, 2012 — Westminster Community Center

Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

t (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans ne later than July 2, 2012,

ent Project

Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /

[[] Thursday, Jute 7, 2012 ~ Rush Park Auditedum

[ Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Center

Name (First and Last), . -

AlEL  mepd
Orpanization:

0L 'I?'('x-' ket AT
Address(Optienal)
| Phone Number | Email address: )
Lldtarm @ hes o,
#

Comments,__7ralTC /s Begl fttpint & o 40 Thew hgaf  feps f,wq\l

@

(aftrans

= .o 1
el lease ol oonegha,  absT FAS Puften, =
(Space for comments continued on reverse) |
S,
e o

OCTA

TR AT Bl A v A
commensi_fG __lle (i SpL - 0
will B tusy Jee GPfAe  fazr oo

ek :L/r}r!,ie_ Mafe Loy ;}/J VY Sy

O, 7Y g S Lot pren T ﬂ 4 i_
(I/?/{/ 2 Vé\ é j Lacf Iy J‘//{/
ﬁo/ﬂgfg 7,&4& J/ {.}/w i /

PC-M43

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

i b
DRONE]

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Envirenmental Impact Report /
Envire impact (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be recaived by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Comment Sheet

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
7] Menday, June 4, 2012 — Crangs Coast Community College ] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Audioriom

LE Wednasday, June 6, 2012 — Westminster Comemunity Center [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valiay Seniar Center

Name {First and Les{):

Largel. YlenOez
Lok, Ltr:a:] Lsa _ _ . =
2556 suahang St g pwrd a0 '

Organization:

Aderess{Optional):

(Space for comments continued on réverse)

N

OCTA
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PC-M44

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Plesse provida your comments ing the [-405 | Preject Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Envirenmental Impact Staterment [Dmf EIR/EIS), Commenls must be recelved by Calirans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meetin/q Venue (please check one of the following):

L:,j Menday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Community College [ Thuesday, Jure 7, 2012 - Rush Park Augitorium
[[] wednesday, June 6, 2042 — Westminster Communily Center

UThulsday. June 14, 2042 — Fountain Vailey Sendor Centar

(Spaca for comments continued on reverse)

o

gfréw%

Fargs o

oz
o

OCTA

Heme (Firstand Last: . °
T ... 5|
Organization: '
Address(Optional):
Fhons Number: o Emal address:
N
Comments:
. ;
P y
e b Calfer > 1
f : . »
eSSt ) L7870 8 g 1 i R
i , F !
1 It : F { .
_/

PC-M45

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Piss@e p-mrada your comments regarding the 1408 Improvement Project Draft Enwronmenlal Impact Report /
| impasct Stat (Draft EIR/ELS). G must be ived ne later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):
D tonday. June 4, 2012 ~ Orenge Coast Community College D Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium

{1 Wednesday. fune 6, 2012 - Westminster Community Center  [_] Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valey Senlor Center

Name (Fisl and Lasl); . }
3 - m_E;;f b a2 A |
rga n: -
CcRL” 25D

Address(Optional):

M 7 B %4

Emal address:

Commems:j‘z\% \ml&wi\“u\ 8§ a‘f& badk o unN\-L 1

(Space for comments continued on reverse)
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PC-M46 Translation

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Meeting Venue {please check one of the following):

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvernent Project Draft Environmental Impact Repart
Environmentz! Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be recelved by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

] Mendzy, June 4, 2012 — Orange Coast Community College [} Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Aucitorium

] Wednesday, June 6, 2012 — Westminster Community Center ] Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Center

RBAmton pmeedezs

[ Name (First and _ast);

Organization:

Lobe bocad oo

RareslORonY,  nptgo L wido AU PERRS  cal

Phone Mumber: Email address:
(@5t} a2 g3 t

Co s Wuch(s  Acerfend®es

~

viuchd TRAL o Fiuehs Tilaup e Fng s

[l e B A A Lo S Ru e SO 5

V_se  Mese syt  fJirpAS TR bp Jo5

Ve e AoRRA A s Clve Los by Lje

Y se frduse winlps bowdd Al nwed s

Aol Vo 52

J

OCTA

(Space for comments continued on reverse)

Comment:

A lot of accidents, a lot of traffic and too much time wasted getting to our jobs. More jobs are needed;
we would save on gas and reduce on emissions to the environment.

March 2015
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PC-M47 PC-M48

Terry & Aslone Morcar
35341-Daffo Carcie
Saal Basch, CA 90740

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

July 3, 2012

Ms. Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief
CalTrans District 12

Com ment S heet Attention: 405 DEIR/DEIS Comment Period
2201 Dupoent Drive, Suite 200

Please provide your comments ding the -405 Imp Project Draft Environmantal Impact Report / N
Envi Impact (Draft EIR/EIS). C must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012, Irvine, CA 92612
il k one of the following):
Meeting Venue (please check o a) Dear Ms. Deshpande,

D Menday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coast Commundy Collage D Thursday, Juna 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium
I am writing to tell you the facts of the | 405 Improvement Project as | see it as a Seal Beach

D Wednesday, June 6, 2012 - Westminster Commurity Center !-__[Thufsday. June 14, 2042 - Fountain Valley Senior Centar =
neighbor who will be affected by this project.

MNarme (First and Last):
o L_ - _]_5 \we wWo & ____\_k_k_g_m}g A . {1.) Los Angeles County has not earmarked money to build additional lanes and may never d?

Organization: e }. el e that. Therefore it is Irresponsible of OCTA and CalTrans to add up to two more lanes

Fiddress{Ophanal). (771 M 4che | i e c‘é-é_,% T — C-{x._ C\?ﬂ @_fO northb.ound on tl'.le 4(?5 knowing Lalﬁ County has nol plans to f'nid the same in the next 10 to 15

Fhons Humber: T [ Emalieddress: | years, if at all. Widening the freeway for a short distance will only lead to a bottleneck at Seal

?’z 1»43 T-Bet | S\devie 0\% 5_1\ G ST pal\ wtona) | Beach and a worse situation than we have now. Cars will be jammed up between Valley View > 1
i | Street and LA County line attempting to merge across 4 |anes to continue on the 405 N since
- the first 2 lanes would go to 7'" Street and the next 2 lanes would go to the 605. Why spend al
Comments: 'iL \5 [£% hq-,cac.fnsi—”\ lec .;.d\\ '@'\ avg g C_@g w -&_-,,\ QI};,;\*“\‘; that money to create  problem? I've heard it said that this is like building half an airline
—> 3

) runway. The runway would be unusable just as half a freeway is unusable.
+o  Gowns .3("4.- iﬂ:) Do \e&nﬁ-] oo eS f\Sse 3 AL 5\"—.""“'-71\.(-’. .

_ 3\ AN . : R N s Bl sk (2.) Forecasts of Traffic Projections are inaccurate. The projections assume that people are
Q““ oy e ¥, 3 Mg Prelell W S gnEile o U ”R‘"\ﬁk = 1 streaming into California and will be using this freeway. People are leaving California because

o< Govetly ol sor \\[v_;__,_“\_ﬁj KW gov Levcan 5 . of our economic situation and unfriendly attitude toward new businesses coming in. The
\ T tremendous growth this study projects isn't, and may never, be happening.
Lhewles |

(3.} A Toll Road is certainly out of the question. No one needs or wants another Toll Road. ln\
— - Orange County the Toll Road Operators are financially strapped. As per an article in the Los
Angeles Times on July 1, 2012 Toll Roads in Orange County are below projections leading to > 3
operators jobs being cut and they are eliminating cash payments te try to save money.
Furthermore the toll fee and requiring that car pools be 3 or more people is EOINg to cause
more people to use the general purpose lanes and congest them up mare.

-/
(Space for comments continued on reverse) | (4.) Because of the negative impact on traffic flow at Seal Beach that building half a freeway M
{ would cause, it would make the air quality even worse with the addition of more vehicles
jammed up between Valiey View Street and LA County line. If the “improvement” requires
moving the Almond Avenue sound wall it will be very costly not only to move the wall but > 4
OCTA because of underground utilities needing moved. The increased noise and air pollution and
decrease in home values would have a very negative effect on the community. Plus it would
mean loss of parking not only for residents, but for the overflow of cars from events at the
country club these cars also park along Almond. W,

_ip’.“ ”‘“‘%

hargg o

e

?g

Page 1
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PC-M48 Continued PC-M49

6/26/12
405 Improvement project
North Bound Lanes

Above paragraphs let you know of the down-side of the project as so stated. However, | do
have suggestions of what seems to make more sense to do with the project:

(A.) If Alternative 1 is chosen end the 405 Improvement Project at Valley View Street and thus ) Terry Mercer
eliminate the need to narrow the traffic 2 or more lanes in a short expanse as they try to travel 3541 Datfodil Cir.
Ninto LA County. Seal Beach, CA 90740
{B.} If Alternative 2 or 3 are chosen, also end the new lanes at Valley View so you don’t have to 1. The conclusion drawn for this study seem to defy all logic and common sense,
take away 50 many lanes at the county line or just before that when people are trying to exit or which leads one to conclude that the traffic modeling must be flawed.
merge to access the 22 or €05, > 5 a. Certainly additional nerthbound lanes will alleviate the current
congestion at Euclid Ave., but since there are no additional lanes going 1
{C.) Hopefully not, but if Alternative 2 or 3 are chosen and you insist on bringing the new lanes north on the 403, this is likely to lead to more congestion, fumes and
further north into Seal Beach | understand you can move the center line, have a 4 foat shoulder negative quality of life impact between the 22 and 605.
and make a 405 realignment and this would at least save the Almond Avenue sound wall from b. The addition of one lane leading to the 605 will likely help the situation, if
needing to be moved to the detriment of the community and your pocketbock. the assumption that there is enough demand in that direction is valid.
/ ¢. The second lane leading to 7" street and Long Beach is a true bridge to
I sincerely hope you will look at the suggestions | have made and see that they would better nowhere and is highly unlikely to alleviate any of the additional flow
handle the traffic, air quality problem, property devaluation, parking and aesthetic look in the coming north for the following reasons:
north Orange County community affected. i. 7" street is already totally jammed, during peak hours, so this
would only make it worse, so why would any new drivers choose
T?Ea} you for reading my letter and putting it under consideration. to take that route, even if the option is available,
— ii. What could possibly drive additional demand in that direction —
Best wishes for a mutually acceptable solution for all concerned. Long Beach has not been growing for years.
' iii. The claim that adding an extra half a lanc to 7" street will move
%&M& JI( i M«”%ﬁé}a/ 1200 more vehicles per hour at peak, just like the first lane is very
. suspect, and must bring into question the accuracy of all of the
Arlene K. Mercer information.
Seal Beach resident since 1984 d. What drives these growth assumptions used in the model? The population
Founder/Director Emeritus of Food Finders, inc. growth in the state has slowed to a crawl, and the state is controlled by

anti-business politicians and is ranked near the bottom out of 50 states for
attractiveness to new businesses.

e. Finally, the idea of a complex toll road along this stretch of freeway that
favors the rich and ends abruptly at the 605 can only be classed as hair-
brained. At this stage of the public review, the people at the review
meeting could not even explain how it would practically work. I would

sﬂ ‘/%‘,%ﬁf. Afact yﬂ/f Zﬁ.a:sz KZ{:;&J \,/g %&-’ m«b also contend that this is an issue for all people living in the county since

they are paying for the lanes and they have not been given notice of the
?{ ‘:r‘%g’ e !7;{&%{4’ :_:géd,f,ﬂ, project and public meetings unless they live near the freeway.

2. With all of these questions and unknowns, it would seem prudent to add no more
than one lane Northbound, at this Juncture, to avoid another Costa Mesa like
bottle neck at the 605 and totally waste our taxpayer dollars.

3. Itis well known that increasing throughput in a factory, refinery or a highway
system involves addressing the bottlenecks. On the surface it does not appear that
this has been done as part of the analysis. A major bottleneck exists at Euclid,

Terry Mercer
Page 1 of 2
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PC-M49 Continued

which will be improved with the addition of lanes in this area. Inexplicably, the

project also adds more lanes prior to the bottleneck in Costa Mesa, which if

anything will reduce the benefit of the lane addition at Euclid. Also, as stated 3
above, adding a second lane that does not go through the 605 junction on the 405
can only create or make worse the bottleneck at this juncture.

. My residence, is along Almond Ave. next to the 405/22 section of the highway.
Moving our current wall for any reason will adversely impact our quality of life 4
and reduce our property values and it is totally unnecessary for the following
TEasons:

a. The City of Seal Beach has determined that two northbound lanes can be
added without moving the wall if Cal Trans allows some commonly used
lane sizing exceptions. This avoids the cost of a new wall which includes
moving power poles and underground electrical and phone delivery
systems, for a lane that can only add to the congestion for this section of
the highway.

b. The lot sizes in the College Park project were initially approved assuming
parking on hoth sides along Almond and a significant number of parks for
open space. This covenant should not be broken.

c¢. For houses in the cul-de-sacs along Almond there is limited parking and
the parking along Almond is routinely used.

d. The current wall is 20 foot high and earthquake proof and will be replaced
by a standard 18 foot wall, per the engineers at the public meeting. Most
homes are second story so this would certainly mean more noise, which
will not be identified in the EIR, since all sound readings are taken at 5
foot elevation.

PC-M50

Cont.

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue {please check one of the following):
D Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Cosst Community College ]j Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium
[ Wednesday, June 6, 2012 - Westminster Community Center || Thuraday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Va'ley Senior Certer
Mame (First and Last): i
Juan _ Blheste
Organization: i
Lﬂ}:-"" focel (s~

Address(Optional): -, %
Q9 _cerrites _aue
Emall acldress:

Merg ]

L
40 Qe {

Phona MNumber R il i
547 WEilos 37

Comments;___ i\’)(‘f‘"‘ C}v ._Q“:.% Y [ T Ck’ Seall (?ﬁ"—"-\ ___—
de Yeabalar e \lena mudch g
v estavic  Wlen Qavs . eme crear
7

Frew” = e b = e g1
[ﬂgﬂ\g Ay ;)q N Paley UC K4 ﬁ/l;? Mo Y cende

M)jl' o jn(ltf\) Reach cg ?Q‘H[E

>~ 1

=~ ¢ Y\‘ et njc.\ ¥~ ]
(Space for comments continued on reverse)
@ A
e ocTa
Terry Mercer
Page 2 of 2
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Comment:

Because there is a lot of traffic during after work hours and because it would create jobs for unempluy} 1
people.

PC-M52

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental impact Statemant {Draft EIREIS). Cammants must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

D Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Coasl Community College |:] Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Audilorium

[[] Wednescay, June 6, 2012 - Westminster Community Center  [[] Thursdsy, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senior Center

Name (First and Las{}:

FELIX  MicHeL |

PC-M51 i
Crgankzation: ia];;p- )’-.yml (,p_f:_?— )
Address{Optional) g E_ =
From: reger michaud [rljmichaud@gmail.com] ST - f"g);? 50 L vE I’_g‘:;j&,%s:lo,‘z - -
Tor Farean, A0 edicmrmorts By 730992, |TEEN efjor @ yapeo.com
Subject: Detour Route Cret L gs5m-69%00 /6 C
Hello, Comments,_SE _TIEwE Qui  ppplidn- [FPREVE [ 7/ Iy rzvcte Al
£ . S ; - i3
Since the opening of the 7th $t bridge 1 realized that when the 405N is closed at night in Seal Beach I could still [REE o ; pee, ge ﬂ-f?i ES ; T80 Moo flo S mpe  L2HRF
access the 7th St bridge via the Seal Beach Blvd ramp. 1 nggﬁ”/( " a!l Eops  C o dﬁ’r!/ 4 o 7(/212 . >
During this weeks night time closures of the 405N and Valley Veiw/GG Blvd,, while traveling west on SR-22 " Y- A = KA
will I be able to exit at Valley View, turn right to Lampson and then proceed to the Seal Beach ramp to the Tth K’OIGW b Hr 1A LwELS /V C'KAIZ 4 /’O éﬂ “x =
St Bridge? [y Las  PEas ophs, Que /0 £ 7ipps
VR4S 9davd 0 )
Repards, Roger
{Space for comments continued on reverse)
OCTA
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PC-M52 Translation PC-M53

Comment:

It needs to get widen because there is a lot of traffic, accidents and it takes a long time to travel from
one city to another. Add more lanes and give jobs to unemployed people. 1

1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

| Flease provide your comments ragarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report §
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no leter than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[[] Monday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Caast Community Collage [[] Thureday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium

] Wednesday, Juna 6, 2012 — Westminster Community Center [ ] Thursday, June 14, 2042 — Fountain Vialley Senior Center

Name (First and Last). %M m;h/&.ﬂ o |

Organizalion:

hodress{Cplional): 5{5-2 Dtﬂhb&.f ) Df- +t 5 Hun‘h‘_%d’\ G}‘?%‘@ ‘

TSR 3-05¢) F"m?&%ﬁ:ﬁ:!who 77 “a }rao-(fcam“ ‘

Comments: Lé‘f‘f} 5)?61!_ (:1 D‘F "{'l‘?/"\ ‘F"C:C.. a{: } 1

(Space for comments continued on reverse)

OCTA

S
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PC-M54 PC-M55
] Christina Miller July 7,2012
4601 Dogwood Ave
1-405 Improvement Project Seal Beach, CA 90740
Public Hearing ——
Comment Sheet I am a homeowner and resident in the College Park East neighborhood of
o e bty sy et P b1 e ol s Seal Beach. I am extremely concerned about the proposed project to move
- (PO EIES Somnen st ety Calrans ol a2, 202 the retaining wall next to Almond Ave into our complex in order to add
Fecting Venus (plesse chock one of he following): additional lanes on the 405 freeway. My concern is based on the fact that
A U S S s our neighborhood is immediately adjacent to the I-405/SR22 freeway, and
[[] Wednesday, June 5, 2012 - Wesiminster Communtty Center [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountain Valley Senlor Center therefore any increase in the size of that ﬁeeway will have immcdiate, long_
. ing i ivi i t ity of life.
Wamo (Fast and Lx}%r—r . 777 liﬁz_ - term and lasting impacts on our living environment and quality of life
i More specifically, it appears to me that the Draft EIR Report has not
oot Ses” FRAITY AVE Leevrt of 0712 thoroughly studied the adverse effects of several potential consequences that
e NMti%z-)775 TReSE | il ssdress would come from this project, and so there seems to be no plan or intent to
o ' mitigate these negative consequences. These consequences include such
| _ things as:
| G 2 HER TRAFAC  FL W”_: 1 « Increased traffic noise.
« Increased air pollution due to the increase in traffic.
| ) » Narrowing of Almond Avenue, a neighborhood street that
parallels, and is immediately adjacent to, the freeway.
. Increased congestion on Seal Beach Blvd. and Lampson Ave.
The resulting negative effects could have a significant adverse impact on our
o Jiving environment and quality of life. And most significantly, it is my
understanding that this expansion is not necessary, in that the 405 Freeway
will already have expanded to include 7 lanes. . j
I would appreciate a response acknowledging and addressing my concerns.
{Space for comments continued on reverse)
~ o Thank you.
@ @& 45 N
%_,%w o laltrans OCTA Sincerely ’(\\J\A%J‘/\
Christina Miller

562-598-5990
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PC-M56

4632 Guava Avenue
Seal Beach, CA 90740
July 17,2012

Ms. Smita Deshpande
Caltrans District 12

2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200
Irvine CA, 92612

Subject: 1-405 DEIR/DEIS Comments

Dear Ms. Deshpande:

Tam in total support of the comments submitted by the City of Seal Beach regarding
the Draft Environmental Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/DEIS) for
the State Route I-405 Widening Project. This letter may expand and/or offer
additional comments to those submitted by the City of Seal Beach.

The DEIS/EIR is incomplete, inadequate, and misrepresents the future situation.
None of the three alternatives resolve the bottleneck on the 1-405 freeway between
Valley View Street and Los Angeles County line. The alternatives only add to the
bottleneck creating more traffic congestion, air pollution, and noise because no
project is planned in Los Angeles County. It is irresponsible for Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA) and Orange County Caltrans District 12 (Caltrans)
to proceed with any of the alternatives without a coordinated effort in Los Angeles
County. Alternative #3 is just a revenue source for OCTA that does very little to
improve traffic flow except for the wealthy commuters that can pay to use the toll
express lanes.

The DEIR/DEIS ignores the environmental impacts on the College Park East (CPE)
community in Seal Beach adjacent to the north side of the 1-405 freeway between the
Garden Grove city limits to the Seal Beach Tennis Center. There is only one
reference to this community in the documents with no discussion or mention of the
environmental impacts on CPE, including but not limited to the soundwall, utilities,
noise, air pollution, gas/petroleum pipelines, and property values:

Soundwall

The existing 18-foot soundwall that runs between the Garden Grove city
limits and the Seal Beach Tennis Center is not addressed in the DEIR/DEIS.
This wall was constructed over 30 years ago at the request of Seal Beach
residents to a height of 18 feet. In 2009, the City Council told OCTA
representatives this wall could not be moved for the project. Representatives
of OCTA and Caltrans have indicated the wall must be moved for Alternative

~

> 2
J
> 3
_/
\

> 4

~/

PC-M56 Continued

2 711772012

#2 and Alternative #3. Obviously, since there is no mention of the soundwall
in the DEIR/DEIS; thus, the need to move the soundwall was not addressed.
The City consultant Zimmerman Engineering has identified project designs
that would not require moving the wall for these alternatives, i.e., if the
centerline of the [-405 freeway were moved six feet to the south with a four-
foot inside shoulder from where the yet to be constructed 22 freeway flyover, > 4
would connect to the northbound I-405 freeway, there would not be a need to

move the wall. Caltrans representatives continue to insist the inside shoulder
area be ten feet in width even though on the southbound side of the 1-405
freeway between Seal Beach Blvd. and Valley View Street there is a four foot
inside shoulder for 3,200 feet. Why is this acceptable on the southbound side
of the freeway but not on the northbound side? Y,

Even thought the DEIR/DEIS does not address this soundwall, the residents o[‘\
CPE strongly oppose moving this soundwall as evidenced by 1,065 signature
petition presented in response to this DEIR/DEIS. This project would reduce
the width of Almond Avenue, which is a city collector street and major

arterial street for CPE. The narrowing of the street removes on-street parking,
moves utilities into the neighborhood, and removes landscaping. This wall

has been in place over 30 years and needs to stay where it is. OCTA and
Caltrans need to show the same consideration and flexibility that is exhibited

on the southbound side of the 1-405 freeway. Why are OCTA and CalTrans
presenting a double standard that harms the residents of CPE?

> 5

J
Utilities
Since the DEIR/DEIS does not address the need to move the 1-405 freeway A
soundwall into CPE, the need to relocate utilities has not been addressed in the
document. There is a Southern California Edison Company distribution line
in the landscape parkway adjacent to the wall that runs the full length of the
wall. OCTA representatives have indicated this distribution line might be
moved to the north side of Almond Avenue. All utilities are undergrounded in
CPE. Would this line be undergrounded to maintain the design of CPE?
Where would the telephone equipment and lines, and fire hydrants in the
parkway be moved?

Noise <

Even thought the noise impacts on CPE were not discussed in the
DEIR/DEIS, the increased traffic and bottlenecks on the I-405 freeway would
create a significant increase in noise for all of CPE, as well as College Park
West (CPW) and Leisure World in Seal Beach and Rossmoor. To mitigate
this increased noise level all lanes of the 1-405 freeway between Valley View
and Los Angeles county line should be paved with rubberized asphalt. Ata
minimum this should reduce the noise by a least seven to nine decibels
according to a 2003 study done by the Arizona Department of Transportation.

> 6

/
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Air Pollution
Air pollution studies did not give consideration to the fact Los Angeles \
County is not planning a I-405 widening project. The DEIR/DEIS gives no
consideration to the project ending at the county line and the huge bottleneck
that would be created as vehicles try to merge down two lines to continue
north at the county line. Not enough traffic will go up the 603 freeway or intol
Long Beach at the Seventh Street exit. Gridlock on the northbound I-405
freeway would probably be from Long Beach back beyond Valley View

significantly. The attached Orange County Register article showed EPA 2002
data that indicated the [-405 freeway-605 freeway interchange area had a
higher risk of cancer than most areas in Orange County and it is stated
regarding a freeway nexus proves toxic that “If you are near a freeway, there
are higher concentrations (toxic air contaminants). If you’re at the
intersections of two freeways, there are contributions from both freeways.”
Until Los Angeles County improves the [-405 north of the county line, air

Street. The cancer risk to CPE, CPW and Rossmoor residents would increase > 8

pollution will be much worse than contemplated in the DEIR/DEIS. j
Gas/Petroleum Pipelines \

Option 2 and Option 3 call for the relocation of the 14” and 16 gas/petroleum
pipelines through CPE along Almond Ave would sandwich CPE between
these pipelines and a 34” high-pressure gas pipeline along Lampson Avenue.
The residences of CPE would be in the middle of these pipelines that would
be 500 to 2,000 feet apart. Do not forget the 30” gas pipeline that ruptured in
San Bruno in September 2010. These three gas lines would be approximately

75" feet apart along Lampson Avenue and the I-405 freeway between the Seal > 9

Beach Tennis Center and Scal Beach Blvd. A San Bruno type event would
destroy a huge area, including lanes on the 1-405 freeway. This same area of
Lampson Avenue is in a helicopter flight pattern of the Los Alamitos Join
Forces Training Base. Additionally, this area is in the flight path of the
runways at the Base. Why aren’t these unsafe situations addressed in the
DEIR/DEIS? Option 2 and Option 3 would require the taking of three houses
in CPE. This is not addressed in the DEIR/DEIS. J
~

Property Values
Although not discussed in the DEIR/DEIS, property values of houses in the

cul-de-sacs off of Almond Avenue would lose value if the soundwall is moved
into CPE as a result the reduced width of Almond Avenue, closed end visual
effect, increased noise, and increased air pollution. These homes will be
harder to sell and there will be a ripple effect through CPE. How can the
DEIR/DEIS indicate houses closer to the freeway would have increased
property value? The DEIR/DEIS needs to address the negative impact on
CPE property values from moving the soundwall. The DEIR/DEIS does not
address the property value impact of having two gas/petroleum pipelines run

along Almond Avenue in CPE -- why not?

PC-M56 Continued
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The DEIR/DIS ignores the traffic congestion impacts of the I-405 Widening Project \
on the City of Seal Beach, the Rossmoor community and the comumuters of Orange
County and Los Angeles County, as well as the toll express lane issue that would face

a majority of the commuters on the [-405 freeway:

I'raffic Congestion
As mentioned above, this [-405 Widening Project has not been coordinated

with Los Angeles County. There is currently no project to improve the [-405

freeway project north of the county line. This project will cause traffic to > 11
come to a screeching halt at the county line. This gridlock will bring
additional noise and air pollution. The 1-5 freeway has gone through the exact
same situation. The Orange County portion of the project was improved
almost 15 years ago and only now is Los Angeles County improving the I-5
freeway. It would be negligent and irresponsible to add up to two more lanes
northbound on the 1-405 freeway knowing Los Angeles County has no plans
to add the same in the next 10 to 15 years, if at all.

Toll Express Lane [ssue j
Alternative 3 provides no additional free lanes; currently there are seven free \
lanes on the [-405 freeway (one carpool lane and six general-purpose lanes)
between Valley View Street and Seal Beach Blvd. Alternative 3 will add one
general purpose lane and one toll express lane and convert the carpool lane to
a toll express lane. Thus, there would be two toll express lanes and seven free
general purpose lanes. The only improvement to the free general-purpose
lanes would be reflected in those commuters who choose to use the toll 12
express lanes. Not much of an improvement for $1.7 billion.

The addition of toll express lanes in Alternative 3 is problematic for the
commuters of Orange County and Los Angeles County. Toll express lanes
rely on and perpetuate congestion. The rates would be set so that the toll lanes
flow freely. The majority of commuters would ride in the free congested
general-purpose lanes. This creates a social inequity.

As stated above, the DEIR/DEIS is incomplete, inadequate, and misrepresents the
future situation. The DEIR/DEIS should be re-done with consideration given to the
impacts of moving the soundwall into CPE; with consideration being given to design
proposals of the City of Seal Beach; with design consideration given to Los Angeles
not having an [-405 freeway widening project; and with consideration being given to
the impacts of routing the 14 and 16” gas/petroleum pipelines through CPE. With

no 1-405 freeway widening project planned for Los Angeles County, Alternative 1 is > 13
the only alternative that should be given consideration in the DEIR/DEIS. If
Alternative 2 is considered in this scenario, consideration should be given to adding
no more than one general-purpose lane to the 1-405 freeway between Valley View
Street and Seal Beach Blvd. Consideration should be given to providing the Navy
with up to $100 millions to move its facilities to the south to free up significant

J
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property for this project and future uses. In conjunction with obtaining this property,
consideration could be given to eliminate the ongoing bottleneck on the I-405
freeway between Valley View Street and Seal Beach Blvd. by routing the 22 freeway
over the I-405 freeway on to the Navy property and connecting the 22 freeway at the
interchange between the [-405 freeway and 605 freeway.

Koy WS

Gary Miller

Mayor Pro Tem
Councilman, District 4
City of Seal Beach

PC-M56 Continued
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Living green In Orange County by Pat Brennan
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All Posts

EPA: Air pollution cancer risk higher in parts of 0.C.

June 25th, 2009, 5:52 pm - 21 Comments - posted by Pat Brennan, science, environment editor

Parts of southern, central and northern Orange County face an “unacceptably
high” cancer risk from toxic contaminants found in air pollution, a new report by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency shows.

Cancer risk caused by air poliution
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And while most of Orange County’s cancer risk falls below the highest threshold
used in the assessment — more than 100 people per million expected to develop
cancer from these air contaminants in a 70-year lifetime — large patches remain
on the high end, with at least 75 per million. Most of northern Orange County had
a risk of at least 50 in one million.

“You could use that word,” Matthew Lakin, EPA air quality analysis office
manager for the region that includes California, said of the ‘unacceptable’ label. “|
would say greater than 100 in a million points to areas where we should do more
work to reduce toxics.”

An ideal threshold, he said, would be less than one in a million, but that would be
difficuit to reach.

Caveats, questions

The report, called the National-Scale Air Toxics Assessment, is based on 2002
data on toxic air contaminants, the most recent available, and EPA cautioned
that it does not include a cancer-risk assessment for diesel soot because the
agency has not settled on a risk level for it.

PC-M56 Continued

Cancer risk caused by air pollution

Environmental requlators generally consider an excess of 100 cancers
per 1 million people unacceptably high. An excess cancer risk of 100in 1
millign means that the air pollutien at that location would cause an
additional 100 cases of cancer for every million exposed throughout

N e their lives.

Excess cancer risk
(per 1 million people,
2002 data)

[Jew
[ Jw20
[J2030

30-40

Source: Environmental
Protection Agency’s
National-Scale Air Toxics
Assessment

Click to see larger image.

But the most recent study by the regional smog agency, the South Coast Air
Quality Management District, found an average 1,200 per million risk from diesel
soot for the Los Angeles air basin, which includes Orange County.

“That's 84 percent of the cancer risk,” spokesman Sam Atwood said. “When you
look at the whole picture, the risk is, in fact, much higher. It makes it even more
compelling that we have unacceptably high risk levels from air poliution.”
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The regional air district also is looking into an assertion in a story by USA Today
that the EPA study identified a Cerritos neighborhood as having the nation’s
highest cancer risk. The risk level, Atwood said, appears to be based on an
assessment of emissions from a facility called Heraeus Metal Processing LLC in
Santa Fe Springs. The air district is investigating further, he said.

EPA officials said Thursday they did not identify specific communities in the
report.

Officials at Heraeus did not offer comment on the questions about their
emissions Thursday.

The report, Atwood said, also identified emissions contributing to high cancer risk
levels that the district concluded would have come from two Orange County
facilities: Control Components Inc. in Rancho Santa Margarita, and a Chevron
facility in La Habra. But Atwood said the Rancho Santa Margarita facility closed
in 1991, the other in 2000.

Otherwise, Atwood said, the report offers more evidence that the Los Angeles
basin has some of the nation’s worst air pollution.

“Obviously, our numbers are very different from the EPA study,” he said. “But |
think, broadly, the AQMD study and the EPA report reached the same
conclusion: that we have among the highest levels of toxic air pollution here of
anycne in the country.”

Freeway nexus proves toxic

The nationwide report is based on toxic pollution readings and uses a fictitious
entity well-known to pollution risk analysts: residents who spend an entire 70-
year lifetime in one location.

While rare in the real population, the fictitious people are useful when trying to
create models of cancer risk from exposure to various contaminants.

The map shows a large area with cancer risk above 100 in a million southeast of
the point where the 55 and 405 freeways meet, spanning parts of Costa Mesa
and Irvine, another where the 55 meets the 5 freeway, and another directly east
of Mission Viejo stretching south toward Laguna Hills.

Those concentrations are not coincidental, said Arnold Den, senior science
advisor for EPA in San Francisco.

“ “That would be expected,” he said. “If you're near a freeway, there are higher
concentrations. If you're at the intersections of two freeways, there are
contributions from both freeways.”

PC-M56 Continued

Nationwide, the report found that more than 2 million people live in census tracts
where combined cancer risk from air contaminants is 100 in 1 million or higher.
More than 284 million live where the combined risk is 10 in a million or higher.
The nation’s average risk is 36 in a million.

The maps are meant as a guide to policymakers, but the report does not account
for pollution reductions since 2002, or planned reductions.

There was good news from the report: since the Clean Air Act was amended in
1990, toxic air contaminants from all sources in the United States has dropped by
40 percent.

This assessment updates the agency’s last one, in 1999. The next, based on
2005 data, will be released late this year or in 2010.

The report examined 180 toxic air contaminants, and looked at risks of cancer as
well as risk of non-cancer health effects.

What makes Orange County air toxic

Off-road emissions
9.2% Background
Boats, etc. 35.1%
I Pollutants that form a
Q "} global background -

typically from natural
sources {volcanges,
wildfires), pollutants
lingering from the past,
and Iong-range transpart of
poliutants from very

On-road sources
22.4%
Cars, trucks, ete.

dislani sources. Example:
carbon tetrachloride.
Area sources 17.4% O\

Smaller industrial facilities that can Major sources 15.8%

emil varying amounts of loxic air Large industrial facilities that can
pollutants but always less than 25 emit varying amounts of toxic air
tons per year of combined tozic air pollulants. Examples: oif refineries,
pollutants, Examplas: gas stalions, pawer plants.
dry cleaners.

Spurce; U5 Envsenmenta! Protection Agency The Register

The worst offender
in California was benzene, found in auto exhaust; others of major concern in the
state include 1,3-butadiene and formaldehyde.

This assessment updates the agency’s last one, in 1999. The next, based on
2005 data, will be released late this year or in 2010
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July 15, 2012 (emailed to OCTA this date; overnight mailed to OCTA on July 16, 2012)

Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief
Caltrans; District 12

2201 Dupont Drive Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92612

Attn: 405 Comment Period

Dear Branch Chief Deshpande,
I am requesting additional information regarding the poorly written EIR report that addresses the 405 widening project,

specifically within my neighborhood in Seal Beach (commonly known as College Park East). 1 refer o it as poorly
written due to areas not add) d and errors ined within the report.

« In the Land Use section, the report notes that Rush Park is located at 3201 Blume Drive in the County of Los
Angeles. Blume Park is in unincorporated Orange County.
®  The report states that parks within Seal Beach are not affected. If the sound wall is moved closer within our
residential community there are significant effects on two parks along Almond Street and the Tennis Center.
1. Noise and emissions from commuters will be closer to our children.
2. There will be no parking on the south side of Almond (next to the freeway).
3. Parts of Shapell Park will be lost as it is currently next to the freeway wall. The loss will be
children play arcas and the basketball / tennis court,
4. The Tennis Center will lose undetermined tennis courts,
e Parking is not add d ding of the wall, Loss of parking on the south side (next to the freeway)

will be lost. This will force individuals to park within the streets of our neighborhood, Many of these streets are
cul de sac streets.
e Parking is also not add 1 ling G and Shapell Parks. Once again, the loss of parking along the

sound wall on Almond will force people to park within the residential streets which already have limited parking.

* Noise, vehicle emissions and reduced property values are not adequately addressed. We already have the military
base to the north and now OCTA wants to “squeeze” us by moving the freeway and sound wall closer to our
homes and children,

« There is no mention of the possible use of land on the south side of the freeway, specifically the Seal Beach
Weapons Station. The land use next to the freeway on this federal government land is agricultural.

¢ Pleasc address the loss of utilitics and for how long. All of our utilities are underground including telephone,
cable and electricity. I work from home and the loss of utilities for any period of time is critical.

e Bottleneck effects as the freeway approaches Los Angeles County are not addressed. This bottleneck effect will
move freeway travelers onto Valley View and Seal Beach Boulevards. This will also create added traffic onto
Lampson Avenue which is only a small two lane each way street for the residential arcas in Seal Beach and
Garden Grove.

9
Mitch Miller
4209 Banyvan
Seal Beach, CA 90740

PC-M58

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the I-405 lmprovement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report /
Enviranmenta! Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than July 2, 2012,

fieeting Venue (please check cne of the following):

@ Maonday, June 4, 2012 - Orange Ceasl Community College L__, Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorum

[ ] Wednesday, Jure &, 2012 - Westmi Communily Centar ]:[Thulsﬁay. Jure 14, 2012 ~ Founlzin Valley Senlar Center

Name (First and Lasl): Sreve \N\l . Ul e S

TRuce  Dewpi

Crgankzation:

Acdress(Optional):

"Em'd_il address:

3 -38) 2180 | "EETHu@) ymitod -com

" Phone Number:

Comments: O?—no'\—) 3 'S The bQST_M__
T TAEL THhese  Freawhhs (_{MULS and T

LS a wiesS,  (Maen  Lowvs  Suss DUE |
d i

(Space for comments continued on reverse)
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’ : : H d Mirowitz irowitz.
pow Fere e o Moo o ot
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments To: Pareons, 405.dedoommients { Proiect Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement
Subject: 405 expansion Subject: Comments on 1-405 Improvement Project Draft En mentai Impact Report/Stateme

Regarding opposition to 1-405 freeway options | have the following comments on the I-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement:
1. Since there are substantially fewer carpool lane access points under Alternative 3 than there are under Alternatives

G iy P Cen, 1 and 2, some allowance should be made for those carpool users who have to lose time stuck in the regular lanes

: : P z . ntil reach their actual desired entrance or exit point because they are entering/exiting in the middle of the
F ha\.c. lived in Costa Me,';a near Fairview Road and the 405 fwy for over 40 years. I‘llave E.lo"’xd that the traffic :ru}ez(:; opposed to traveling through its entire length. This might represent a substantial fraction of the total
is getiing very heavy i the area from the 55 freeway to Brookhurst Street off ramp, in particular, due to the 1 carpool lane usage, and if it does, the overall benefit to the community from Alternative 3 could be overstated,
traffic in after work hours from 3:00 PM to 6:00 PM and on the 55 freeway going North from the 405 freeway
around 1:00 PM until 6:30PM as well as after 4:30 PM going from the 55 freeway to the 405 freeway North. 2. Even though the total throughput of the project as measured in cars per hour is greatest under Alternative 3, the

. . . . . average trip time is practically the same under Alternative 2 as under Alternative 3. This leads to a “tragedy of the
Ihave also noticed that "most” of the vehicles including mine have only one person (the driver) in the cars not commons” situation in which the overall benefit to the community from Alternative 3 is not realized by any
using the diamond lane. It was stated that the third alternative would include a toll express lane from SR-73 to individual user. Such situations are usually difficult when it comes to generating political support. Consistent with
1-605 restricted to a minimum of 3 passengers. The current diamond lane is for 2 or more passengers and does 2 this observation, there appears to be considerable community eppositien to Alternative 3.
not look that congested. It is my belief that adding an additional toll express lane and restricting the lane to 3
or more passengers will case the diamond lane but will congest all other lanes, 3. If we are limited to only the three Alternatives presented in the Draft EIR/EIS, | feel that Alternative 2 might provide
maost of the benefit of Alternative 3 without its political complications, especially if the overall benefit to the

The overpass previously installed from the 55 and 73 fwy's was to be installed to alleviate traffic without community from the enhanced carpeol lane throughput of Alternative 3 is overstated for the reason outlined above
increasing the traffic noise level as per the meetings we attended in our neighborhood. The current noise is very in1. The 5100 million funding gap associated with Alternative 2 could be addressed in several ways, including
loud and unbearable. We have installed double pane windows through-out our home and we are still bothered reprogramming the schedule of Measure M2 so that this project is undertaken later, which would give OCTA more
by the noise inside our home. This does not make for a livable condition thereby reducing the value of our time to develop alternative funding sources.
homes. In visiting Tkea on the North side of the 405 we noticed that the overpass is above the level line of sight 3

If possible, additional Alternatives should be explered, specifically including those with pay carpool lanes similar to
Alternative 3 but with the same number of access peints as currently exist in 1-405's carpool lane. This would
probably require new technalogies not presently included in the plans, and would probably also imply delays in the

of the houses as well as the sound wall on the neighborhood just south of the freeway. 4.

1 would greatly suggest that the environmental report for future work on the freeway be re scrutinized and the
addition of sound walls be installed to eliminate the current and future noise of the freeway's with what ever 4 schedule of the project.
proposal is accepted without increasing the level of noise to the neighborhoods adjacent to the 405 freeway.
Howard Mirowitz
1 do see a need to reduce the anticipated future traffic problems. It might help to offer more of an incentive for

individuals and companies to carpool, create more parking and carpool areas, and look more toward a "transit 5

system that will work” in the areas of the troubled traffic.

Why we need to spend money three or four times to alleviate the same problem is beyond my understanding.
Lets look to the future and create something which will work.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Richard & Lauri Millward

3157 Killamey Lane
Costa Mesa. Ca 92626
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= From: margery moniz [margiemoniz@hotmail.com)
] Sent: Friday, July 08, 2012 5:56 PM
| To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: FW: 405 FREEWAY WIDENING

I-405 Improvement Project

Public Hearing
> Date: Thu, 5Jul 2012 19:30:22 -0400
>

Comment Sheet >

>

> Ladles and Gentlemen: As a citizen of Fountain Valley, T totally oppose your proposal to make a toll lane in the
widening plans, especially from Fountain Valley, Westminster, Garden Grove, Seal Beach, through to the connector to the
605.

> What that stretch of freeway really needs most of all zre more full public access lanes, not a toll lzne, or another lane
serving cars with 3 or more people in them. Please just add more full-access lanes.

Please provide your comments regarding the 1-405 Improvement Project Draft Environmeantal Impact Report /
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later then July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

[T Monday, June ¢, 2012 - Oranga Coast Communily Colege [ Thursday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Auditorium > Thank you, Margery Moniz, Fountain Valley
>
[[] wednesday, June 6, 2012 — Westmigster Community Center ] Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fauntain Valley Senic Center > Here is the E-mail address: 405.d, ments. parsons@parsons.com
__\og o \vo
[ Hame Fitstbnd Lasty:
._'E)rnaniza‘ﬁm:

_ )'kanr Loeal (52 —
PR v 0 A = A x GZTOY
El Mumbar: Email address:

Vi E et -57 |

Comments: _'-_._7_/’\ [\3 '9‘6{:’ J}-QL" uwio e fCL C’_VQ_.C\-\—E ]\( o0 bJ’
el v Ue U & o s g € {‘1;}(/ QA 4&%.(;@_@%" 1

(Space for comments continued on reverse)
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1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your comments regarding the I-405 Improvement Project Dralt Environmental Impact Report /
Environmental Impect Statement (Dreft EIR/ELS). Comments must be received by Caltrans no later than Juiy 2, 2012

Meeting Venue {please check one of the following):

|:| Monday, Juns 4, 2042 — Crange Coast Community Collage E} Thursday, June 7, 2012 — Rush Park Auditerium
] Wednesday, June &, 2012 - i C

Name (First and Lasi): d
e

ity Center EThursday. June 14, 2012 - Founteln Valiey Senler Center

/4/, 5 f/{“’ 8

Urganization: Zﬁ/é& b B |T @ (’ - -

ity ) Y ,
Address{Optional): o ﬂ{—(’ = ,&/f/,?/f/:_f r£_7__. _/I__i‘!% o é‘?‘
Phone Humber: B

| Emall address:

7 G 77 e

: . B
I Comments:__Z=_ ‘/'. n,U‘Z/ ipifrovE 74” {Jé‘ﬁ f/b-/’"j)‘ __/é/r'/_
/{WC‘ _ far o/so W / Le /;/f : /é e
B P e ds. T oAy
-
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1-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Please provide your o garding the 1-405 Img
Envircnmental Impact Statement {Draft EIR/EIS). C ts must be ived by Caltrans no later

Meeting Venue (please check one of the following):

Project Draft Environmental Impact Report 7/

[] Monday, Juna 4, 2012 - Orangs Coast Community Coege  [[] Thureday, June 7, 2012 - Rush Park Audilorium

[__j Wednasday, June 8, 2012 = Westminster Communily Cenler D Thursday, June 14, 2012 - Fountaln Valley Senior Canter

then July 2, 2012,

MWarme (First and Lasy): O C‘_)(Fﬁ\ K }'\.O?.F\ “'!\\J'm

Crganization:

raessOponaly 1 G 30 NEVADA AVE  LYN ciooD) (A, Go262

Fhona Number: Email address:

310-360- 2007 |TEECAe MPIWMBIN G DY

ARUT. com

Comments;_AJEED e E
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PC-M65 PC-M68

From: Jeffrey Moore [jeffreysmcores@gmail.com] From: Trisha and Brad [somethingobvious@gmail.com)

Sent: Sunday, July 15, 2012 11:44 AM Sent: Saturday, June 16, 2012 6:45 AM

To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments Te: Parsons, 405.dedcomments

Subject: 405 widening Subject: More concerns re: Seal Beach Sound Wall

T would like to see one general purpose lane and one additional, non toll, carpool lane in 1 When lookir_\g at the EIR - in 3.1.4 it doesn'tladdress parking on Almond at all. It may not

each direction. be commercizl, but the need to park on both sides of the street because of limited curb
parking in the cul de sacs and street sweeping is very real. What happens when the street 1

Jeff Moore- Los Alamitos sweeper is cleaning the side we normally park on? We won't be able to just switch for the
day without causing severe safety concerns with the flow of traffic.

sent from my iPod

PC-M66
From: Thomas Moore [tjmoore89@yahoo.com] PC_ M 69
Sent: Thursday, July 12, 2012 5:13 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: okt i From: Trisha and Brad [somethingobvious@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2012 6:08 PM
| believe 1 extra lane would be plenty. ;::b]ecl: Smnns'!‘:q‘(l):.&id‘%;nmnts

| am against the toll fee idea. Would prefer to leave it as a regular carpool lane.
We don't want the soundwall moved at all in Seal Beach. and we are concerned about bicyclists - including

our kids. Within the City's General plan we have bicycle facilities defined within the City . Almond Avenue is

defined as a Class Il bike facility. That means thatit is a designated bicycle facility where the cars and bicycles

share lanes (as opposed to one where there is a separately striped bike lane). One of the comments for the 1
EiR should be that this Class Il bike facility will be impacted when the wall moves by a smaller space that cars

and bicycles have to share.

Build Alternative 1: Add One General Purpose Lane in Each Direction

PC-M67
From: Barbara Morihiro [barb_mor@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2012 2:52 PM
To: Parsons, 405 dedocomments
Subject: no on Alt, #3 of 405 expansion

I have read your reports and studied other research online, including your website and in my local papers. If we
were 1o take a vote of all qualified drivers and residents impacted by the proposed option or alternate #3 you
would find that your customers, citizens and voters do no want 2 toll lane on the freeway. This third option is 1
not suitzble for those of us who use the freeway. It makes access more difficult and less convenient and since
you are using our tax dollars for construction it seems logical lo choose the more sensible option #2,
Thank vou,

Barbara Morihiro
Orange County Resident
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PC-M70

From: Trisha and Brad [somethingobvious@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2012 11:36 PM

To: scrumby@sealbeachca gov, Parsons, 405 dedcomments
Subject: Concerns re: 405 expansion

Conecems/Comments re: the proposed expansion of the 405,

Any scenario that involves tearing down and moving the soundwall in Seal Beach along Almond avenue is
unacceptahle

Any period of time without any par of the wall is unacceptable in our neighborhood. The noise would be compictA
intolerable not only from the construction, but from the freeway. Could you sleep with nothing between your home
and the 4057 How do you expect our children to?

I am confident that the noise level while there is no wall violares any number of environmental issues in the study that
wete glossed only looking at the final result. The final result will certainly be bad enough for us, but the rebuild is
completely intolerable.

There is absolutely no wzy they can build a new wall before tearing down the old (not enough room for the workers
and equipment betoesn the two strucrures),

No one knows how long the wall be dewn beeause “they haven't looked at that closely yet”. That answer is
completely unacceptable given how long it could potentially be down.

There will still be a backup as you approzch the 605 becavse LA County is not do any expansion there. THAT BACK
UP WILL FURTHER BOTTLENECK OUR EXITS AND CREATES FURTHER POLLUTION IN THE
HOMES & COMMUNITIES BORDERING THE 405

1is being rebuile and it is
non-existent, and even afterwards becanse we will lose the landscaping we currently enjoy, not all of the wall will be
uniform as not all of it is moving, and because the noise and pollution will be that much closer to our homes. In
addition, our exits will be bottlenecked by the natrowing of lanes at the county line so getting to and from vur homes
will be perceived as more challenging instead of an improvement.

Pollution will only increase in an area that already has more than irs fair share of black soot on everything.

We will lose 1 side of pariing on Almond. This may not seem like a big deal at first blush, bur our street sweeping
does one side of 2 cul de sac at a dme, and severa! of our cul de sacs have limited to almost no curb parking, Whar
happens when the street sweeper is coming down the side of Almond that has parking — where are those cars
supposed o go? Blocks awayr

We have enjoyed that wider strect now for several decades and a more narrow street will affect the safety of our
children, bicyclists, roller bladers, ranners, walkers, dog walkers, and the elderdy who prefer to use their walkers on
the road instead of the bumpy sidewalk, And that list is not all inclusive as many of our residents use Almond o
ACCCSS our parks.

Measure M did not approve Alternative 2 and 3, only Alternative 1,

The new wall will nor be as good as our corrent one — not up to the same carthquake standards as when originzlly
buils

1 lack faith that the builders will truly make rebuilding the wall & priority — what if something happens and we don't
get our wall hack for a Jong time or ar alll

Proposals:

We are equally concerned for our neighbors in Fountain Valley who will lose jobs and revenue for the city when 4 o
their businesses are uprooted. I know there is talk about relocating them, but so much of 2 business’s success is
dependent on it's location — it is unlikely to be a move up for them.

Power outages for the entire neighborheod as power lines are relocated s unacceptable j
{

PC-M70 Continued

We will lose trees in Almond Park if the wall is moved at all in that area. The plan dght now is to not move that pan\
so why do you have to move the adjacent parss?2?

It seems thar either Alternative 2 or 3 will create mare lanes of traffic curside our seighborhood by just moving the
botteneck to the LA Count/Orange County interface on the 405, The result is we'll have MORE polluton and

noise in our neighborhood as the freeway clogs right at the border, and all those extra cars have nowhere 1o go with

no other freeways expanded. The 605 hit 1 has never been an issue; the majority of the traffic backup is

caused by the 403 north of OC, and expanding the freeway to the border not only fails to address the issue it makes

the pollution worse in this area as more cars are backed vp more hours of the day on the freeway. The added

pollution could be significant for all of ug, especially children with asthma, and elderly people with

emphysema/COPD, bronchitis, or asthma,

Go with Alternative 1 as approved by the vorers in Measure M

Narrow the shoulder by @ few feet where necessary 1o avoid moving the wall at all - bridges don’t have to have 2 107
foot shoulder, 50 having small sections with smaller shoulders should be achievable without having to make changes
0 the soundwall.

Start eliminating one of the General Purpose lanes early to avoid moving the wall

Consider light rail or some other public transportaton,

Lobby the heck our of the Navy to give a few feet where needed on their side — we don't need 10 feet all the way, just

wecasionally

DO WHATEVER IT TAKES NOT TO MOVE THE

WALL! j

Sincerely,
Trisha Morris
Resident College Park East
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PC-M71
From: Trisha and Brad [somethingobviousi@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2012 10:10 AM

To: ’ Parsons, 405.dedcomments; Sean Crumby
Subject: Leave our wall alone

T had a friend post this on my facebook re: the soundwall in Seal Beach: ~

T think it's just a matter of time before OCTA gets their way. SO.. T think we also need to be thinking of other
strategies. Namely.. (1) get a say and oversight in HOW and WHAT kind of wall gets rebuilt. It should be
bigger, and betler, and take into account noise and pollution and aesthetics. and (2) we need to get paid.
Everyone in CPE should be entitled to some type of credit, reimbursement, or just straight cash to pay for
double-pane window and AC installations. (people will not want to keep windows open with added 405
pollution, so will need AC). This is not unreasonable. My parents got a similar payment when O'Hare Airport
expanded near their homes many vears ago.

~/
First 1 wanted his comments to be recognized. I think he has very valid points.

* The rebuild is the scariest part for me and my family and 1 am sincerely hoping you can narrow the )
shoulder, merge lanes sooner, or do SOMETHING to just avoid what feels like a disaster in my
neighborhood.

+  Provided we do have te still move some SMALL part of the wall, I believe we should have some say in
the wall. Tt should absolutely be stronger and provide more noise insulation. Given the increase in noise
from more through traffic, the back up by our homes, and the fact that it will all be closer to our homes.
Ifitis 10 feet closer to our homes, it is also that much likely to fall on our homes or families in case of

> 1

> 2

an earthquake. It should absolutely be stronger.

+ Ithink we should be compensated. This is a MATERIAL difference in our quality of life. Many of us
do not have AC, and the additicnal noise and pollution will make it intolerable to leave our windows
open. Keep in mind you are doing this to increase through put of cars. More cars means more noise and
pollution even if your sound guy argues that 10 feet won'l effect the level right now - which is false
anyway. Stand by our wall then move 10 feet oul while playing a radio - you'll hear it better the further
away you are. So, AC and double pane windows seems reasonable. (Isn't it sooooooe much cheaper to
just work around our wall???7)

+  Our home values will certainly decline during any rebuild - anyone trying to sell during that time is
going to be under a hardship they normally wouldn't face through no fault of their own. 1 believe
prices will decline in the long run as well, but T know that is speculative. Can you imagine trying to sell
a home with the rebuild imminent or in progress? Would you buy one of those homes for your family?
Wouldn't you expect a discount if you did? How is that fair?

Trisha Morris
CPE resident

PC-M72
From: Ed & Doris Mormrissey [doris.edi@verizon.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2012 6:59 PM
To: Parsons, 405 dedcomments
Subject: 1-405

\

We would like to submit our comments on the upcoming widening project:

First Choice (if 1485 is also planned to be widened in Los Angeles County) - Add 2 general

purpose lanes each way (Alternative #2)

Second Choice (if Los Angeles County is not going to widen I485) - Add 1 general purpose lang
each way (Alternative #1)

Our reasoning is that if LA County doesn't widen the I-4@5 beyond the I-6@85, adding 2 lanes
each way will only create a large bottleneck at the I-685.

We are opposed to Alternative #3. We all pay the same taxes and don't believe tax money
should be spent on toll roads. We just heard that LA County will convert the I-118 HOV lane
to a toll-lane. Even if you use the HOV lane, (which we do a couple of times a ygar) we willl
need a transponder preobably with a monthly fee.

Thanks for requesting user opinions.

Doris & Ed Morrissey

March 2015
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PC-M73 PC-M74
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PC-M75
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PC-M76
From: chris mulhern [cmuthern_3@hotmail com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 17, 2012 5:10 PM
To: Parsons, 405.dedcomments
Subject: 485 freeway reconsiruction

To Whom it May Concemn:

To say I am less than happy about the proposed State Route 405 /Costa Mesa “improvement” project is an
understatement. The freeway al Harbor Blvd., Fairview Rd., and at the 73 Fwy is wide encugh. The impact of the project
on my neighborhood south of the 405 would be maere than an Inconvenience, it would greatly interfere with traffic flow on
the main areries (Fairview and Harbor) in Costa Mesa, Would you really want to look out your upstairs window and see
2 toll road or a a tall fly over? I don't! I use the existing carpcol lane, I don't want a toll road!!!!! Demolishing and
rebuilding the 405/Fairview ramp seems senseless since is was just done a few years ago. Really? Can you imagine the
noise and pellution during and after this "improvement” project. This is one Costa Mesa resident that feels this is
unnecessary and I am very opposed to the project.

Chris Mulhern

March 2015
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PC-M77

Smita Deshpande
Caltrans District 12
2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

Irvine, CA 92612

Ms. Despande,

We are writing to comment on the EIR regarding the |-405 widening project and its affect on ™
Seal Beach. Proposals two and three of the project would create tremendous negative impacts to the
city of Seal Beach and the community of College Park East where we reside.,

Our main concerns are these: (1) the widening project would result in the tearing down and
replacement of the Almond Avenue sound wall which will create multiple problems for College Park

> 1

PC-M78

I-405 Improvement Project
Public Hearing

Comment Sheet

Flease provide your comments regarding the -405 Improvement Prolect Draft Environmental Impact Report /

Environmental Impact Staterment (Draft EIRMEIS). Comments must be recsived by Caltrans no Iater than July 2, 2012,

Meeting Venue {please check one of the following):
[7] Mondey, June 4, 2012 — Orange Coast Communtty College  [] Thursday, June 7, 2012 — Rush Park Autilorium

D Wednesday, June 8, 2012 - Wesiminster Commanity Center [ Thursday, June 14, 2012 — Fountein Valley Senior Center

East homeowners, and (2) the proposed toll express lanes will create 2 tremendous bottleneck in this

i i A s Meme {First and Losljy
area, again resulting in multiple problems for this community. —/ 690 5

3 4‘»‘4-& [

/V;u*»;o—(_.

Crganization: Lﬁ, |
Moving the Almand Avenue sound wall will create a loss of parking, interruption in utilities g e f?:-fs L,-,MJ e 52 )
service, loss of recreation space, and potential loss of road usage while the project is underway. Wil 50 " Civre C E’chxd‘i,x Le. S, // ( 7. f} 2705
Additionally, there will be an increase in dust, debris and noise. All of these will have a deleterious >~ 2 Fhone Number: / y) 5 "f ) c‘gs Emall addrass:
effect on property values and standard of living in this community. College Park East is already ‘? /) l
subjected to the dust and noise associated with the 22 Freeway widening and the 605 Freeway
connector projects. /
- 2 . ~ Comments: 7:‘_/2:- ‘5/0’5 Z‘-’N—Wﬁv Kwn f“,/{ 73 7[0 .’4/5_ )
Toll express lanes will create a bottieneck in an area where there is already much confusion and
£05 i’ﬂ"xiwﬁu s Ahs é-’brfﬂ/rs) o // 4/.9* ﬁL_

slowing as vehicles attempt to position themselves in the proper lane for the 7th Street off-ramp, the
605-N connector, and the 405-N continuing up into Los Angeles County. This bottlenecking creates a
dangerous situation for motorists and results in many accidents. Seal Beach palice and firenien
constantly respond to incidents along this section of freeway. Bottlenecking also creates a situation
where more vehicle exhaust is expelled as the traffic crawls through the area. This also has a negative
effect on the residents that live in College Park East. Additionally, certain vehicles in the express lane
would be unable to exit the freeway at Seal Beach Boulevard resulting in problems for motorists and
again more bottlenecking.

//—TG /k A0 ,’/Cr Oflr,zzvﬁe_r[;uu‘/ Wf///;’a’&/
370 f/aus#.&./ ks RE @rd/e’v/'; wﬂ/:c,/ év////
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We urge you to eliminate proposals two and three as having too negative an effect on the —
community of College Park East. We urge Caltrans to come up with better alternatives that are less
invasive and safer for both motorists using the freeway in this area and for the residents of College Park 4

East.

{Space for comments continued on reverse)

OCTA

Sincerely,

Sialldin ws” oo, M bongs

Lisa and Pete Mulvaney

4841 Dogwood Avenue

Seal Beach, CA 30740
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sir or Madam, as someone who has asthma, | am very worried about the issues raised by the RHA.

PC-M79

Jim Murphy [imurphy20@secal.r.com)

Monday, July 16, 2012 1120 AM

Parsons, 405 dedcomments

RHA Response to OCTA | 405 Improvement Project

Please advise as to your plans to deal with air quality concerns. 1
Thank you.
Jim Murphy
R1-PC-M-44 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS (PC)-M

Response to Comment Letter PC-M1

Comment PC-M1-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Caltrans has no authority to take property of the United States government, such as
NAVWPNSTA Seal Beach, by eminent domain.

Comment PC-M1-2

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles county line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Comment PC-M1-3

Under the No Build Alternative, vehicles entering 1-405 northbound from Seal Beach Boulevard
must merge one lane left to access 1-605 and one more lane left to continue on 1-405 northbound.
Under all of the build alternatives, one lane change plus a lane merge downstream of the SR-22
westbound off-ramp would be required to reach 1-605 and two additional lane changes to reach
1-405.

Comment PC-M1-4

The additional lanes and improved performance on 1-405 under the build alternatives compared
to the No Build Alternative will encourage traffic currently diverting from the congested freeway
to local streets to remain on the freeway.

Comment PC-M1-5

Project-related construction and operational air quality effects were analyzed in detail in the
project Air Quality Technical Study. As described in Sections 3.2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS,
project-related emissions associated with the Preferred Alternative would be less than the future
No Build Alternative. Please see Common Responses — Air Quality and Health Risk.
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Comment PC-M1-6

The experience on SR-91 is that motorists from all income groups use the Express Lanes. With
respect to the potential impacts to local business of the limited access to the Express Lanes,
please see Common Response — Opposition to Tolling.

Comment PC-M1-7

This alternative would not meet the purpose and need of the project. Please see Response to
Comment PC-M1-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M2

Comment PC-M2-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

An “express” upper deck was considered early in the project development process during the
MIS. Subsequently, the alternative was eliminated from further consideration, as described in
Draft EIR/EIS, Section 2.2.7. Please see Common Response — Preferred Alternative
Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M3

Comment PC-M3-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M4

Comment PC-M4-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-M5

Comment PC-M5-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-M6

Comentario PC-M6-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacion de la autopista de San
Diego (I-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccion de la “Alternative
Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.

Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-M6

Comment PC-M6-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M7

Comment PC-M7-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M8

Comment PC-M8-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
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your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-M8-2

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles County line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M9

Comment PC-M9-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-M9-2

The 1-405 Improvement Project may have an effect on property values, but it is not likely to be a
major change because 1-405 is an existing facility within Orange County. In addition, Caltrans
has found no literature, studies, or evidence that property values decrease because of freeway
widening near a home. Please see Response to Comment PC-M9-1 and Common Response —
Property Values.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M10

Comment PC-M10-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses —
Preferred Alternative Identification and Opposition to Tolling.
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Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-M11

Comentario PC-M11-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacién de la autopista de San
Diego (I-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccion de la “Alternative
Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.

Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-M11

Comment PC-M11-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M12

Comment PC-M12-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses —
Preferred Alternative Identification and Opposition to Tolling.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have evaluated design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall. Please see
Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M13

Comment PC-M13-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-M14

Comment PC-M14-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M15

Comment PC-M15-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M16

Comment PC-M16-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M17

Comment PC-M17-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses —
Preferred Alternative Identification and Opposition to Tolling.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M18

Comment PC-M18-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
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Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

During development of the 1-405 MIS, one of the top community concerns was residential
property acquisition. None of the build alternatives require full acquisition of any residential
properties.

Caltrans and OCTA acknowledge your support for Alternative 1. Please see Common
Responses — Preferred Alternative Identification and Opposition to Tolling.

Comment PC-M18-2

With respect to the travel time data in the corridor, please see Common Response —
Substantiation of Reported Corridor Travel Times for Build Alternatives.

The SR-91 Express Lanes are considered successful traffic management. They do not eliminate
congestion in the GP lanes; they provide an option to congestion to motorists willing to pay a
toll. The tolls are set at the rates necessary to maintain high-speed operations. For an explanation
of how this management works, see the Draft EIR/EIS, page 2-20. For additional information,
please see Common Response — Opposition to Tolling. The experience on SR-91 is that the
public will use them.

With respect to the Express Lanes causing more congestion in the GP lanes, the analysis shows
that congestion in the GP lanes is reduced by the Express Lanes. Slow-moving congested
freeway lanes have lower and unstable throughput compared to uncongested lanes. During peak
periods, the GP lanes on 1-405 are forecast to be heavily congested with lower throughput
(approximately 1,200 vehicles per lane per hour) than the Express Lanes, whose throughput will
be managed to approximately 1,700 vehicles per lane per hour. For an explanation of how this
management works, see the Draft EIR/EIS, page 2-20. By providing more throughput per lane
through management of the Express Lanes, traffic in the GP lanes would be reduced and
congestion eased; for two conditions with the same total number of lanes and congested
conditions, congestion in the GP lanes would be less if two of the lanes were managed to
increase their throughput. See the rows of Table 3.1.6-14 labeled “Brookhurst Street to SR-22
East” for a comparison of the throughput of Alternatives 2 and 3 with the same total number of
lanes.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-M19

Comment PC-M19-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

The residences along the 3200 block of Rowena Drive are blocked by the office complex, an
existing 10-ft wall, and single-family houses and are set back from the freeway lanes by
approximately 500 ft, which makes a soundwall ineffective at the location between the 7™ Street
on-ramp and the Seal Beach Boulevard Overcrossing. Traffic noise from a major freeway such
as 1-405 could be noticeable up to 1-mile in surrounding residential areas depending on the
atmospheric conditions; however, to be qualified for abatement measures, traffic noise must
approach or exceed the NAC. Traffic noise at 500 ft from the freeway when there are intervening
buildings will not approach or exceed the NAC; therefore, it will not be qualified for noise
abatement measures.

Comment PC-M19-2
Please see Response to Comment PC-M19-1.

Comment PC-M19-3

Soundwalls are evaluated for acoustic feasibility in accordance with the State and federal
guidelines which include Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and the NAC of Title 23,
Part 772 of the CFR, titled “Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and
Construction Noise” (23 CFR 772).

The residences along Yellowtail and Rowena drives north of the Bixby Office Complex were not
determined to be impacted by the future predicted peak-hour traffic noise levels due to their
distance from the freeway travel lanes and the presence of an existing soundwall along the Old
Ranch Parkway connector to 7™ Street. Existing soundwalls, as well as recommended
soundwalls for this area, are shown in Figures 24 and 25 in Appendix N — Noise Information
within the Draft EIR/EIS. Please also see Common Response — Noise/Noise Analysis.

Comment PC-M19-4
Please see Response to Comment PC-M19-3.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-M20

Comment PC-M20-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Response to Comment
PC-M19-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M21

Comment PC-M21-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Comment PC-M21-2
Please see Response to Comment PC- H43-3.

Comment PC-M21-3

Refer to Appendix P, Layout L-2, of the Draft EIR/EIS for the new Ellis Avenue southbound on-
ramp configuration. Please see Common Responses — Preferred Alternative ldentification and
Replacement of Fairview Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes. An elevated
transit guideway was considered early on in the project development, but it was subsequently
eliminated from further consideration. See Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.2.7, Alternatives Considered
but Eliminated from Further Consideration.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M22

Comment PC-M22-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-M23

Comment PC-M23-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses —
Preferred Alternative Identification and Opposition to Tolling.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M24

Comment PC-M24-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M25

Comment PC-M25-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M26

Comment PC-M26-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M27

Comment PC-M27-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses —
Preferred Alternative Identification and Opposition to Tolling.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-M28

Comment PC-M28-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses —
Preferred Alternative Identification and Opposition to Tolling.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M29

Comment PC-M29-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles County line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Comment PC-M29-2

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-M29-3
Please see Common Responses — Measure M Fundingand Opposition to Tolling.

Comment PC-M29-4
Please see Response to Comment PC-M29-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M30

Comment PC-M30-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles County line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

A design option was considered that would terminate one of the two proposed northbound GP
lanes at Valley View Street. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-M30-2

It is common for a transportation project to have a funding shortfall in the planning phase. The
project is considered a Major Project by FHWA, and a Draft Financial Plan must be submitted to
FHWA prior to approval of the Final EIR/EIS. The Draft Financial Plan must identify full
funding for the project. Material and safety will be fully funded.

Please see Common Response — Measure M.

With respect to the toll roads in Orange County, the financial problems of the SR-73 toll road
located in southern Orange County are well known. All motorists pay a toll to use that road. The
tolled Express Lanes proposed in Alternative 3 are only two lanes of 1-405 in each direction. The
remainder of the lanes on 1-405 remains free, and HOVs meeting the occupancy requirement will
use the Express Lanes free.

Comment PC-M30-3

The project is not a TCM, and referenced text was removed from the Final EIR/EIS. Project-
related construction and operational noise and air quality effects were analyzed in detail in the
Noise Study Report and project Air Quality Technical Study. As described in Sections 3.2.6 and
3.2.7, project-related emissions and noise levels associated with the Preferred Alternative would
be less than the future No Build Alternative. Please see Common Responses — Air Quality,
Health Risks, and Noise/Noise Analysis.

Comment PC-M30-4

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Responses — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-M30-5
Please see Response to Comment PC-M30-2.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-M31

Comment PC-M31-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M32

Comment PC-M32-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Response to Comment PC-B20-1.

Comment PC-M32-2
Please see Common Response — Opposition to Tolling.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M33

Comment PC-M33-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Project-related construction and operational air quality effects were analyzed in detail in the
project Air Quality Technical Study. As described in Sections 3.2.6, project-related emissions
associated with the Preferred Alternative would be less than the future No Build Alternative.

Only Alternative 3 would require replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road
Overcrossing under Alternative 3. Please see Common Response — Replacement of Fairview
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes.

Documentation of safety concerns will be completed during final design and safety issues
addressed.
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Comment PC-M33-2

Project-related construction and operational noise and air quality effects were analyzed in detail
in the Noise Study Report and project Air Quality Technical Study. As described in Sections
3.2.6 and 3.2.7, project-related emissions and noise levels associated with the Preferred
Alternative would be less than the future No Build Alternative. Please see Common Responses —
Air Quality, Health Risks, and Noise/Noise Analysis. A detailed construction noise and vibration
monitoring and mitigation plan will be prepared during the final design to address construction-
related noise and vibration issues and identify proper mitigation measures for implementation. A
Transportation Management Plan will be developed to address vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle
traffic during construction.

Comment PC-M33-3

Only Alternative 3 would require replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road
Overcrossing under Alternative 3. Please see Common Response — Replacement of Fairview
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M34

Comment PC-M34-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Traffic related to the proposed 1-405 Improvement Project has been extensively analyzed, and
that analysis is summarized in Section 3.1.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M35

Comment PC-M35-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-M36

Comment PC-M36-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA evaluated design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under Alternative
2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-M36-2

It is common for transportation projects to have a funding shortfall in the planning phase.
Alternatives 1 and 3 are currently fully funded, as explained in Common Response — Measure M.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M37

Comment PC-M37-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses —
Preferred Alternative Identification and Opposition to Tolling.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M38

Comment PC-M38-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

For an explanation of the corridor travel times, please see Common Response — Substantiation of
Reported Corridor Travel Times for Build Alternatives.
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Comment PC-M38-2

The Express Lanes in Alternative 3 would be managed through toll pricing to achieve the 1,700
vehicles per hour per lane during congested peak hours. For an explanation of how this
management works, see the Draft EIR/EIS, page 2-20. Slow-moving congested freeway lanes
have lower and unstable throughput compared to uncongested lanes. During peak periods, the
GP lanes on 1-405 are forecast to be heavily congested with unstable throughput due to the stop-
and-go nature of heavy congestion. A value of 1,200 vehicles per lane per hour represents a
reasonable estimation of throughput under the heavily congested conditions anticipated.

Comment PC-M38-3

There are currently no plans to evolve the HOV network in Orange County into an Express
Lanes network. Tables 3.1.6-5 and 3.1.6-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS show that the HOV lanes will
generally be over capacity in years 2020 and 2040. As a result, the HOV lanes will not provide a
travel time advantage over the GP lanes and will not meet State and federal HOV lane
performance standards. For a more complete explanation of the proposed change in occupancy
for free HOV use of the Express Lanes, please see Common Response — Opposition to Tolling.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M39

Comment PC-M39-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M40

Comment PC-M40-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M41

Comment PC-M41-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
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your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses —
Preferred Alternative Identification and Opposition to Tolling.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M42

Comment PC-M42-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M43

Comment PC-M43-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M44

Comment PC-M44-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M45

Comment PC-M45-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-M46

Comentario PC-M46-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacion de la autopista de San
Diego (1-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccidn de la “Alternative

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT R1-PC-M-61 March 2015



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.

Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-M46

Comment PC-M46-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M47

Comment PC-M47-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M48

Comment PC-M48-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles County line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Comment PC-M48-2

The population and employment forecasts used for traffic forecasting are approved by SCAG. A
comparison of pre-recession traffic data (year 2005) to forecast volumes shows annual growth
rates of 1.0 to 1.5 percent from 2005 to 2040 and annual rates of 1.1 percent or less from 2020 to
2040. Please see Common Response — Substantiation of Reported Corridor Travel Times for
Build Alternatives.
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Comment PC-M48-3

The financial problems of the SR-73 toll road located in southern Orange County are well
known. All motorists pay a toll to use that road. The tolled Express Lanes proposed in
Alternative 3 are only two lanes of 1-405 in each direction. The remainder of the lanes on 1-405
remains free, and HOVs meeting the occupancy requirement will use the Express Lanes free. For
additional information, please see Common Response — Opposition to Tolling.

If HOVs with only two occupants choose not to use the Express Lanes, toll prices will be
adjusted to attract replacement vehicles to the Express Lanes. The volume of traffic in the
Express Lanes is independent of the occupancy requirement for free HOV use of the Express
Lanes. For a discussion of the occupancy requirement for free HOV use of the Express Lanes,
please see Common Response — Opposition to Tolling.

Comment PC-M48-4

Project-related construction and operational noise and air quality effects were analyzed in detail
in the Noise Study Report and project Air Quality Technical Study. As described in Sections
3.2.6 and 3.2.7, project-related emissions and noise levels associated with the Preferred
Alternative would be less than the future No Build Alternative. Please see Common Responses —
Air Quality, Health Risks, and Noise/Noise Analysis.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

The 1-405 Improvement Project may have an effect on property values, but it is not likely to be a
major change because 1-405 is an existing facility within Orange County. In addition, Caltrans
has found no literature, studies, or evidence that property values decrease because of freeway
widening near a home. Please see Common Response — Property Values.

Comment PC-M48-5

Dropping the additional GP lane in Alternatives 1 and 3 upstream of 1-605 near Valley View
Street as suggested in the comment would create a chokepoint at the drop location, because there
would be no roadway to receive the lane’s traffic. Carrying that lane to 1-605 and providing a full
two-lane exit at the beginning of 1-605 provides a location for ending the lane that has the
capacity to receive the lane’s traffic. Consideration was given to dropping the second additional
lane included in Alternative 2 just south of SR-22, but this was rejected due to the level of
congestion such a bottleneck would create. Carrying the second lane to the SR-22 West exit
ramp provides a location for ending the lane that has the capacity to receive the lane’s traffic.
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The suggested modification regarding shifting the centerline is not feasible due to current
Caltrans design standards. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M49

Comment PC-M49-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

With respect to comments a, b, and c, please see Common Response — Traffic Flow at the
Orange County/Los Angeles County Line. The population and employment forecasts used for
traffic forecasting are approved by SCAG. A comparison of pre-recession traffic data (year
2005) to forecast volumes shows annual growth rates of 1.0 to 1.5 percent from 2005 to 2040
and annual rates of 1.1 percent or less from 2020 to 2040.

The Express Lanes included in Alternative 3 are described in the Draft EIR/EIS, starting with a
description of them and their proposed operation on pages 2-10 through 2-14, and 2-18 through
2-22. Additional information regarding Alternative 3 is provided throughout Section 3.1.6 of the
Draft EIR/EIS.

Please see Common Responses — Opposition to Tolling and Measure M.

Comment PC-M49-2
We acknowledge your support for Alternative 1.

Comment PC-M49-3

All of the build alternatives are anticipated to reduce congestion in the 1-405 corridor; none are
expected to eliminate congestion in the corridor. The benefits to congestion vary among the build
alternatives. The benefits to congestion of the build alternatives are summarized in the Draft
EIR/EIS in Tables 3.1.6-4 through 3.1.6-8 and Tables 3.1.6-12 through 3.1.6-14.

Comment PC-M49-4

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

March 2015 R1-PC-M-64 I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-M50

Comentario PC-M50-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacién de la autopista de San
Diego (I-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccion de la “Alternative
Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.

Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-M50

Comment PC-M50-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M51

Comment PC-M51-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

It appears that this comment pertains to the WCC Project; therefore, please direct your comment
to the OCTA Community Relations Office (550 South Main Street, Orange, CA, 714-560-5376).

Respuesta a la Carta De Comentario PC-M52

Comentario PC-M52-1

Las agencias de Caltrans y Orange County Transportation Authroity les gustaria agradecerle por
haber participado en el proceso ambiental para el proyecto de ampliacion de la autopista de San
Diego (1-405). Su comentario fue considerado durante el proceso de seleccidn de la “Alternative
Preferida”, como esta escrito en el reporte llamando en ingles “I-405 Improvement Project Final
EIR/EIS.” Se le notificara en la direccion proveida en su Cometario cuando el reporte “Final
EIR/EIS” va a estar disponible para revisarlo.
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Response to Comment Letter Translation PC-M52

Comment PC-M52-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M53

Comment PC-M53-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M54

Comment PC-M54-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M55

Comment PC-M55-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Traffic noise analysis has been conducted according to State and federal guidelines as outlined in
Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. The results of the Noise Study Report show that the
future predicted peak-hour traffic noise levels in this area of Seal Beach would increase by zero
to 2 dB with the project by the design year of 2040.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.
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Project-related construction and operational air quality and noise effects were analyzed in detail
in the project Air Quality Technical Study and Noise Study Report. As described in Section 3.2.6
of the Draft EIR/EIS, project-related emissions associated with the Preferred Alternative would
be less than the future No Build Alternative.

The Traffic Study for the project and attached to the Draft EIR/EIS considers potential increases
in traffic on Seal Beach Boulevard due to the proposed build alternatives and provides some
improvements on Seal Beach Boulevard. With respect to Lampson Avenue, the additional lanes
and improved performance on 1-405 under the build alternatives will encourage traffic currently
diverting from the congested freeway to local streets to remain on the freeway.

Please see Common Responses — Preferred Alternative Identification, Noise/Noise Analysis, Air
Quality, Health Risks, and Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M56

Comment PC-M56-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see responses to City of
Seal Beach (GL13).

Please see Common Responses — Preferred Alternative Identification; Traffic Flow at the Orange
County/Los Angeles County Line; Coordination between Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA,
Los Angeles Metro, COG, and the City of Long Beach; and Opposition to Tolling.

Comment PC-M56-2

The Draft EIR/EIS, including specialized technical studies (see Appendix F for a complete list),
represents a comprehensive analysis of the potential environmental effects of the proposed build
alternatives on the environment. The analysis of impacts discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS or as
revised/updated for the Final EIR/EIS related to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS is accurate.

Comment PC-M56-3
Please see Response to Comment PC-M56-2.

Comment PC-M56-4

Alternative 3 in the Draft EIR/EIS showed the proposed soundwall under Appendix P, Layouts
L-24 and L-25 Alternative 3. As part of Alternative 3, the lane widths and shoulders along the
southbound 1-405 direction were designed to full Caltrans standards. Caltrans/OCTA have
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considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under Alternatives 2 and 3. The
Zimmerman design did not account for an additional southbound lane, which would in turn
impact the existing soundwall. The design provided by the City’s consultant proposed exceptions
to the highway design standard that have been deemed unacceptable by Caltrans. Please see
Common Responses — Almond Avenue Soundwall and Preferred Alternative Identification.

Comment PC-M56-5
Please see Response to Comment PC-M56-4.

Comment PC-M56-6

The referenced existing Southern California Edison (SCE) lines would be relocated under a
franchise agreement with SCE; however, Caltrans/fOCTA have considered design options to
avoid relocation of the soundwall under Alternatives 2 and 3. The existing poles and overhead
lines would require relocation if the soundwall is relocated. Alternative 1 would not require
relocation of the soundwall or the existing poles and overhead lines. Please see Common
Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-M56-7

Rubberized and open grade asphalt can reduce traffic noise from 2 to 7 dB, depending on the
original roadway surface conditions. If a roadway is new and smooth, the reduction is much less
than when the roadway surface is old with cracks and uneven slabs. FHWA policy does not
allow the use of pavement type or surface texture as a traffic noise abatement measure because it
can lose its effectiveness over time. Presently, FHWA and several state transportation
departments are conducting research to determine the longevity of the noise reduction
characteristics of rubberized asphalt. Please also see Common Response — Noise/Noise Analysis.

Comment PC-M56-8

The air quality analysis addressed exposure to MSATS, including diesel exhaust. Other MSATS
addressed in the analysis included acrolein, benzene, 1,3-butidiene, formaldehyde, naphthalene,
and polycyclic organic matter. The detailed analysis estimated MSAT exposure based on vehicle
speeds and EMFAC2011 emission factors. For a more detailed discussion of MSATS, please see
Common Response — Health Risks.

Overall, diesel engine emissions are responsible for most of California's estimated cancer risk
attributable to air pollution. In addition, diesel particulate matter (DPM) is a significant fraction
of California’s particulate pollution problem. Assessments by CARB and EPA estimate that
DPM annually contributes to approximately 3,500 premature respiratory and cardiovascular
deaths and thousands of hospital admissions, asthma attacks, and other respiratory symptoms.
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CARB has found that DPM contributes more than 70 percent of the known risk from air toxics
and poses the greatest cancer risks among all identified air toxics. Alternative 3 would not
increase the percentage of trucks in the fleet mix and would improve vehicle speeds in the
project area. As a result, the build alternative DPM emissions would likely be less than future no-
build emissions; therefore, the build alternatives would not have an adverse operational DPM
impact. As described in Section 3.2.6, corridor emissions, including MSATSs associated with the
Preferred Alternative would be less than the future No Build Alternative. Please see Common
Responses — Air Quality and Health Risks.

Comment PC-M56-9

For the major gas lines, as discussed on pages 3.1.5-15 through 3.1.5-17 of Section 3.1.5.2,
Environmental Consequences, of the Draft EIR/EIS, three options were evaluated for relocation
of the gas lines in the Caltrans ROW just north of the NAVWPNSTA Seal Beach. The option
(Option 1) that retains the gas/petroleum lines on the south side of 1-405 within Navy jurisdiction
is the preferred option and will be pursued. Please see Common Response — Relocation of Gas
Lines.

Comment PC-M56-10

The 1-405 Improvement Project may have an effect on property values, but it is not likely to be a
major change because 1-405 is an existing facility within Orange County. In addition, Caltrans
has found no literature, studies, or evidence that property values decrease because of freeway
widening near a home. Please see Common Response — Property Values.

Comment PC-M56-11

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles county line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line. With respect to
coordination across the county line, please see Common Response — Coordination between
Caltrans Districts 7 and 12, OCTA, Los Angeles Metro, COG, and the City of Long Beach.

Comment PC-M56-12

Between SR-22 East (near Valley View Street) and 1-605, Alternative 3 adds one GP lane in
each direction. The tolled Express Lanes do rely on congestion. All of the build alternatives are
anticipated to reduce congestion in the 1-405 corridor; none are expected to eliminate congestion
in the corridor. The increased throughput achieved by active management of the Express Lanes
would reduce congestion in the GP lanes. For an explanation of how this management works,
please see the Draft EIR/EIS, page 2-20.
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Comment PC-M56-13
Please see Responses to Comments PC-M56-1 through PC-M56-12.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M57

Comment PC-M57-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response —Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-M57-2
Please see Response to Comment PC-M57-1.

Comment PC-M57-3
Please see Response to Comment PC-M57-1.

Comment PC-M57-4
Please see Response to Comment PC-M57-1.

Comment PC-M57-5
Please see Response to Comment PC-M57-1.

Comment PC-M57-6

Please see Response to Comment PC-M57-1. For the major gas lines, as discussed on pages
3.1.5-15 through 3.1.5-17 of Section 3.1.5.2, Environmental Consequences, of the Draft
EIR/EIS, three options were evaluated for relocation of the gas lines in the Caltrans ROW just
north of the NAVWPNSTA Seal Beach. The option (Option 1) that retains the gas/petroleum
lines on the south side of 1-405 within Navy jurisdiction is the preferred option and will be
pursued.

Please see Common Response — Shifting Improvements away from Residential Properties onto
NAVWPNSTA Seal Beach Property.
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Comment PC-M57-7
Please see Response to Comment PC-M57-1.

The relocation of utilities would be closely coordinated with the owners prior to the actual
relocation. Residents that may be potentially affected would be notified well in advance of any
downtime required. Please see Common Response — Relocating Utilities Underground.

Comment PC-M57-8
Please see Response to Comment PC-M57-1

With respect to a potential bottleneck at the Los Angeles county line, please see Common
Response — Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

The additional lanes and improved performance on 1-405 under the build alternatives compared
to the No Build Alternative will encourage traffic currently diverting from the congested freeway
to local streets to remain on the freeway.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M58

Comment PC-M58-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M59

Comment PC-M59-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Comment PC-M59-2

For an explanation of the HOV occupancy requirement for free use of the Express Lane
proposed in Alternative 3, please see Common Response — Opposition to Tolling.

Comment PC-M59-3

Only Alternative 3 would require replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road
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Overcrossing under Alternative 3. Please see Common Response — Replacement of Fairview
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes.

Comment PC-M59-4

The final decision regarding the construction of noise barriers will be made after completion of
the public involvement process. Please see Common Response — Noise/Noise Analysis.

Comment PC-M59-5

Alternatives with LRT and BRT are included in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 2.2.7, Alternatives
Considered but Eliminated from Consideration. That section explains each of those alternatives
and why they were eliminated. For a graphic summary of those alternatives, please see Figure
2-39 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Please also see Common Response — Elimination of LRT and BRT
Alternatives.

Park-and-ride facilities and other TSM/TDM techniques were included in the TSM/TDM
Alternative, which is covered in Section 2.2.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The TSM/TDM Alternative
does not satisfy the purpose and need of the project, as stated in the referenced section of the
Draft EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M60

Comment PC-M60-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

The proposed limited access to the Express Lanes in Alternative 3 would require all users
entering or exiting 1-405 and accessing the Express Lanes at the intermediate access points to
travel the freeway for varying distances to access the Express Lanes. The travel time, speed, and
delay data presented in the Draft EIR/EIS incorporates this phenomenon.

Comment PC-M60-2

Please see Common Response — Substantiation of Reported Corridor Travel Times for Build
Alternatives.

Comment PC-M60-3

All of the build alternatives are anticipated to reduce congestion in the 1-405 corridor; none are
expected to eliminate congestion in the corridor. The benefits to congestion vary among the build
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alternatives. The benefits to congestion of the build alternatives are summarized in the Draft
EIR/EIS in Tables 3.1.6-4 through 3.1.6-8 and Tables 3.1.6-12 through 3.1.6-14.

Comment PC-M60-4

As noted in the comment, additional access points are problematic not only for potential
technological issues but due to the turbulence created in traffic streams at points of ingress and
egress.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M61

Comment PC-M61-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M62

Comment PC-M62-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M63

Comment PC-M63-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M64

Comment PC-M64-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-M65

Comment PC-M65-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses —
Preferred Alternative Identification and Opposition to Tolling.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M66

Comment PC-M66-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses —
Preferred Alternative Identification and Opposition to Tolling.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M67

Comment PC-M67-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Responses —
Preferred Alternative Identification, Opposition to Tolling, and Measure M.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M68

Comment PC-M68-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.
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Response to Comment Letter PC-M69

Comment PC-M69-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M70

Comment PC-M70-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Response to Comment PC-A17.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M71

Comment PC-M71-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall.

Comment PC-M71-2
Please see Response to Comment PC-M71-1.
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Comment PC-M71-3
Please see Response to Comment PC-M71-1.

Comment PC-M71-4
Please see Response to Comment PC-M71-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M72

Comment PC-M72-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Common Responses — Preferred Alternative Identification, Opposition to Tolling,
Measure M, and Traffic Flow at the Orange County/Los Angeles County Line.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M73

Comment PC-M73-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M74

Comment PC-M74-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M75

Comment PC-M75-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.
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It appears that this comment pertains to the WCC Project; therefore, please direct your comment
to the OCTA Community Relations Office (550 South Main Street, Orange, CA, 714-560-5376).

Response to Comment Letter PC-M76

Comment PC-M76-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Only Alternative 3 would require replacement of the Fairview Road Overcrossing.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid replacement of the Fairview Road
Overcrossing under Alternative 3. Please see Common Response — Replacement of Fairview
Road Overcrossing/Truncation of Tolled Express Lanes.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M77

Comment PC-M77-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review. Please see Common Response —
Preferred Alternative Identification.

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 would require relocation of the Almond Avenue soundwall.
Caltrans/OCTA have considered design options to avoid relocation of the soundwall under
Alternatives 2 and 3. Please see Common Response — Almond Avenue Soundwall, and
Opposition to Tolling.

Comment PC-M77-2
Please see Response to Comment PC-M77-1.

Comment PC-M77-3

As described in Sections 3.2.6 and 3.2.7, project-related emissions and noise levels associated
with the Preferred Alternative would be less than the future No Build Alternative. Please see
Common Responses — Air Quality, Health Risks, Noise/Noise Analysis, and Opposition to
Tolling.
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Comment PC-M77-4
Please see Response to Comment PC-M77-1.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M78

Comment PC-M78-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Response to Comment Letter PC-M79

Comment PC-M79-1

Caltrans and OCTA thank you for participating in the environmental process for the 1-405
Improvement Project. Your comment was considered during identification of the Preferred
Alternative as described in the Final EIR/EIS. You will be notified at the address provided in
your comment when the Final EIR/EIS is available for review.

Please see Responses to Comments CG4-1 through CG4-6 from the Rossmoor Homeowners
Association (RHA). Additionally, as described in Section 3.2.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS, project-
related emissions associated with the Preferred Alternative would be less than the future No
Build Alternative. Please see Common Responses — Air Quality and Health Risks.
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